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CURRENT TOPICS. 

We print elsewhere the notice with reference to business 
during the Easter Vacation. There is no material change from 
the practice of former years. Mr. Justice Jeune will be the 
judge during the whole of the vacation, which extends from the 
14th to the 25th of April, both days inclusive. 














THE NEW RULEs under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and 
the Judicature Act, 1890, have been duly signed, and will come 
into operation on the 6th of May. The rules are thirty-seven 
in number, with an appendix of nine forms, so that no excep- 
tion can be taken to them on the ground of undue arpasse 
We must reserve a more detailed examination for next week. 
There is one general misapprehension which it may be well to 
correct. The new arrangement will not throw any additional 
work upon the existing bankruptcy registrars or their staff. 
The chamber work in connection with the winding up of com- 
panies will be under the control of a poms apes 
registrar, who, we believe, has already been selected, and a 
staff of clerks. 





Wuat Took PLACE at the meeting of the Rule Committee on 
Wednesday last has not been made public, although it is sup- 
= that the principal subject under discussion was the rules 

aving reference to the transfer to Mr. Justice VavoHan 
Witu1ams of the business under the Companies Acts. The 
question is being asked on all hands what cause of com- 
plaint has ever arisen as to the mode in which the chancery 
judges and their chief clerks have for many years carried 
on this by no means unimportant branch of chancery ad- 
ministrative business? It is believed that the chancery 
j wigs have not been consulted as to the propriety or necessity 
of the change. The slur cast upon them and on their chief 
clerks by the removal from them of a class of business in which 
they have made themselves proficient is'‘such as might have - 
raised an indignant protest, especially as there is no _— 
fundamental ground on which it can be justified. To take 
away from men, duly qualified and ienced, work which 
is to be handed over to others who will have to learn every- 
thing in connection with their new duties, does not com- 
mend itself as a step in the right direction, either as 
being fair to suitors or to those who have spent years in 
making themselves acquainted with complicated duties. 
As a partial answer to this comment, it is stated that certain 
clerks now en in the chambers of the chief clerks will be 
transferred to the new department. It does not yet appear 
whether the 793 orders for winding up companies, which ac- 
cording to the last issue of the Judicial Statistics are peating 
in the chambers of the chancery judges, will be 
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en bloc to Mr. Justice VavcHan Witu1ams to be completed by 
his staff, but if not, the wisdom of taking away from this work 
some of the clerks who would, but for their removal, have the 
iask of carrying these cases to completion, is by no means 
apparent. 





WueEw one reads the public speeches of the Lord Chancellor 
a famous remark about Cxartes II. is irresistibly called to 
mind. The wisdom of his sayings is not always borne out by 
his doings. Before the Land Transfer Bill was first introduced, 
he took occasion at the Mansion House to utter some most sound 
and admirable observations against depriving a man of any 
right without giving him compensation for what is taken from 
him, and to give a public pledge that the legislation of the 
Government ‘‘ would proceed upon the lines of respecting the 
rights of all.” He subsequently introduced a measure which, 
as he avowed in the House of Lords, could not be carried 
out without interfering with vested interests without com- 
pensation. As we have often pointed out, he protested in 
the House of Commons against legislation by rules—“ this 
silent and secret mode of altering the law.” Since he sat 
on the woolsack he has devoted every effort to extend and 
develop this practice; and in the case of his first Public 
Trustee Bill he presented to Parliament a simple legisla- 
tive blank cheque, to be filled up by rules. He stated in 
the House of Lords in 1889 that “solicitors did their duty with 
great care and success”; ‘‘he had never joined, and never 
would join, in the idle cry against solicitors for the charges they 
made.” But he has introduced two measures directly aimed at 
transferring the business and profits of solicitors to Government 
offices. When, therefore, we read the words of wisdom the 
Lord Chancellor uttered at Birmingham on Monday we cannot 
a 4 apprehending that some act will follow in direct opposition 
to them. Still we welcome the following observations :— 

“Our legislators would do well to check themselves in their anxiety to 
improve every part of the law; would [do well to] occasionally let things 
alone until they understood what they were dealing with.” 

Quite so; no more admirable advice could be given. And we 
feel sure that when Lord Hatssury comes hereafter to develo 
more at length his wise precept, he will be able to enforce it 
by some very startling illustrations of the evils which have 
resulted from its neglect. He may have heard, for instance, 
that a legislator who had never perused an abstract of title once 
set to work to remodel the system of transfer of land ; and that 
a legislator who probably never read a page of “‘ Lewin” is 
apparently still convinced that he can altogether reorganize the 
administration of trusts. 





Tae scpement of the House of Lords in London Joint-Stock 
Bank (Limited) v. Simmons (reported elsewhere), which sanctions 
the i mode of dealing between bankers and stockbrokers, 
turned solely on the view of the facts of the case which was 
taken by that tribunal. As to the law, it is clear that a person 
who receives a negotiable instrument in good faith and for 
value obtains a good title to it, whatever may be the infirmity 
of the title of the person from whom he takes it. There was at 
one time, indeed, an inclination to add the further requirement 
that the person taking the instrument should have exercised 
reasonable caution, and an instance is afforded by Gill v. 
Cubitt (38 B. & C. 466); but doubt was thrown upon this 
and similar cases by Panxe, B., in Foster v. Pearson (1 Cr. 
M. & BR, at p. 855), and in Bank of Bengal v. Fagan (7 
Moo. P. C., at p. 72) Lord Brovena™ declared that they 
were no longer law. To the same effect was the judgment 
of Wis, J, in Raphael vy. Bank of England (17 C. B., at p. 
175). Hence, negligence on the part of the person taking the 

iable instrument does not of itself invalidate his title, and 
it is only important so far as it throws doubt upon his good 
faith. This, therefore, was the clement which was in question, 
and, to decide upon it, it was necessary to distinguish the 
facts in the present case from those in Karl of Sheffield v. 
London Joint-Stock Bank (37 W. %. 113, 18 App. Cas. 333). 
In Lord Shefficld’s case the instruments were deposited with the 
k a money-lender, and it was said that, from the nature 
of his business, the bank had notice, or, if they had made the 


E 





inquiries which they ought to have made, would have had 
notice, that the instruments did not belong to him, and that he 
had no authority from the owner to pledge them in the manner 
he did. As Lord Bramwett said, ‘‘ They had notice of the 
infirmity of the pledgor’s title, or of such facts and matters as 
made it reasonable that inquiry should be made into such title.” 
This notice, apparently, was inconsistent with the reception of 
the securities in good faith, and it must be taken that the case 
was decided upon an inference of fact that the bank did not so 
receive them. But in the present case, say the House of Lords, 
the inference of fact is quite different. There was nothing to 
arouse suspicion as to the title of the stockbroker to deal 
with the instruments, and the good faith, and consequently the 
title, of the bank was perfect. 





THE RESULT is a very happy one for the bank, but if, as would 
seem to be the case, good faith is merely a condition of the 
mind, it may be legitimate to inquire how the case of the stock- 
broker really differs from that of the money-lender. It is of 
course the business of the latter to lend money to his customers 
on deposit of their securities, and when these in turn are deposited 
by him with the bank, it may be said that the bank ought to draw 
the inference that they do not belong to him, and that his autho- 
rity to pledge them is limited to the amount which he has himself 
advanced. In other words, the bank’s knowledge of his course 
of business excludes any reasonable supposition that he is either 
the owner or has an unlimited authority to deal with them. 
The decision of the House of Lords seems to be based upon the 
circumstance that in the case of the stockbroker such a supposition 
is not excluded. The bonds, says Lord Herrscuet, may be his 
own, or they may be bonds purchased for a principal and he is 
raising money to pay the price, or he may himself have made an 
advance upon them. There is, of course, the further chance 
that, as in the present case, they may have been left with him 
for safe custody ; and he has no authority to deal with them 
at all. In the midst of all these possibilities it is not the 
business of the banker to enter upon speculations as to 
the broker’s authority; his main concern is with the suffi- 
ciency of the security. Assuming that the broker comes 
to him merely with the authority of an agent, yet he has 
the securities in his hands, and there is nothing, as in the 
case of the money-lender, which almost necessarily leads to the 
conclusion that his authority is limited. Remembering, then, 
that the matter really depends on the actual mental condition of 
the bank officials, the principle to be applied seems to be the 
same as that applied in the case of fraud in Derry v. Peek 
(38 W. R. 33, 14 App. Cas. 337). Bad faith must be proved 
in fact, and the assumption that the money-lender has full 
authority to deal with securities in his hands must be taken 
to be so unreasonable as to be inconsistent with good faith. 
A similar assumption, however, in the case of the stockbroker, 
though it may well enough be unreasonable, is not so entirely 
unfounded as to have this result. In each case, indeed, it may 
be surmised that the mental attitude of the bank officials was 
the same. They were pursuing the ordinary course of business, 
and did not believe any inquiry was incumbent upon them. But 
the above way of putting the matter may help to shew why the 
good faith which was allowed to be present in the broker’s case 
was absent in that of the money-lender. The element of bad 
faith on the part of the bank was not, it is true, brought out 
so strongly in Lord Sheffield’s case. If it had been, the House of 
Lords might have been more reluctant to arrive at their deci- 
sion. The matter was really put on the ground of notice, 
actual or constructive. But the present case shews that this 
was only important as evidence of bad faith, and the two cases 
must be distinguished in the manner above stated. Seeing, 
however, that a money-lender, like a broker, may well be 
dealing with securities on his own account, it may be doubted 
whether the distinction is justifiable. 


Iy rux case of Lawrence & Sons v. Willcocks (reported else- 
where) the Court of Appeal was asked once more to decide 
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demand, or whether it was unliquidated damages. It was 
gravely contended before the court that, apart from the legal 
right or otherwise of the plaintiff to recover interest, a claim 
for accruing interest was necessarily unliquidated, because it 
could not be stated as a definite sum, but could only be claimed 
at a given rate, which would have to be “ assessed ” in order to 
be reduced to an ascertained amount. In Wilks v> Wood (ante, 
p. 379) the court had held that such a claim for accruing interest 
was an unliquidated claim, and, further, that the addition to a 
special indorsement of an unliquidated claim, however small, 
vitiated the special indorsement altogether, and took the case 
out of the operation of order 14. Therefore, it was urged, this 
claim for accruing interest at a given rate was unliquidated, and 
vitiated the special indorsement. The Court of Appeal was not 
persuaded. The Master of the Rolls said the previous decision 
in Wilks v. Wood rested solely upon the fact that the claim was 
for goods sold and delivered, and did not entitle the plaintiff to 
claim interest except as damages. The present case was an 
action on a bill of exchange, and by virtue of section 57 of the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, the plaintiff was entitled to 
interest. It was immaterial whether the claim for “‘ interest at 5 
per cent. from the date of the writ till payment” was in form 
a liquidated demand or not, because by the section referred to 
it is enacted that such a claim shall be deemed to be liquidated 
damages. That being so, such a claim in actions on bills of 
exchange or promissory notes may properly form part of a 
special indorsement. One may, perhaps, hope that after this 
case the interest question may be considered to have had its 
day. It has arisen entirely out of Elliott v. Roberts (ante, p. 
92), and as the Court of Appeal placed a construction upon the 
judgment in that case which amounted to a free translation 
from what it did say into what it ought to have said, it may be as 
well to give the new rendering. i/liott v. Roberts was an action 
on a promissory note, and it appears from the reports that the 
special indorsement contained a claim for accruing interest 
at 25 per cent. from date of writ till judgment, and that 
the court held that claim to be unliquidated, and the writ, 
consequently, not specially indorsed. The Court of Appeal 
now says that the Divisional Court could not possibly have so 
decided. What it intended to say was, doubtless, as follows :— 
The claim for interest was exorbitant; the court was not 
willing to give judgment for interest at an exorbitant rate; it 
therefore exercised the discretion vested in it by the Bills of 
Exchange Act, 1882, s. 57, sub-section 3, which says that 
interest claimed as damages may, if justice requires it, be with- 
held wholly or in part. The court thought that the claim 
for 25 per cent. ought to be withheld. It had no power 
under order 14 to assess the damages, but it had power to 
refuse judgment and to let the case go to trial where interest as 
damages could be assessed, and it rightly exercised that power. 
It will be seen that Ziliott v. Roberts has not merely been 
“ distinguished,” it has been “‘ improved ” out of all recognition. 
However, we freely admit that there was room for improve- 
- and that the new and enlarged edition is better than the 
old one. 





An rnTerEsTING example of the conclusion of a contract 
by the posting of a letter of acceptance, in spite of an at- 
tempted revocation of the offer, is afforded by the case of 
Henthorn v. Fraser (ante, p. 380). On the 7th of July, 
1891, the defendant, at his office in Liverpool, handed the 
plaintiff a letter by which he gave him the refusal of cer- 
tain property for fourteen days. The plaintiff took the 
letter away with him to Birkenhead, where he resided. Next 
day, about 4 p.m., he posted a letter accepting the offer, and 
this was delivered at the defendant's office set ha eight and 
nine that evening. Meanwhile, the defendant had written a 
letter withdrawing his offer. This was posted in Liv 1 
between 12 and | p.m. on the 8th of July, and was received in 
Birkenhead before six. Thus the revocation was received by 
the plaintiff after his acceptance had been posted, but before it 
had reached the defendant. It was, of course, settled by the 
House of Lords in Dunlop v. Higgins (1 H. L. Cas. 381) that a 
contract is in general completed by the posting of a letter of 
acceptance, and, as an offer remains open until the person 
making it has brought its withdrawal to the knowledge of the 














person to whom it is made, the contract is none the less complete 
because, at the time of the posting of the letter of acceptance, the 
letter of revocation is on its way: Harris’ case (20 W. R. 690, L. R. 
7 Ch. 587). But, in Household Fire Insurance Co. v. Grant (27 W.R. 
858, 4 Ex. D. 216), where it was decided that the rule was the 
same whether the letter of acceptance was or was not in fact 
received, Bacatuay, L.J., pointed out that the principle 
established by Dunlop v. Higgins was limited ‘‘to cases in 
which by reason of general usage, or of the relations between 
the parties to any particular transactions, or of the terms in 
which the offer is made, the acceptance of such offer by a letter 
through the post is expressly or impliedly authorized.” To 
this statement of the limitation Lord Seoveemz. in the present 
case has taken exception. The implication of authority he 
regards as purely artificial, the question really being whether 
the acceptor, in ogy | his letter, has adopted a proper means 
of communication. he has, the court ought to hold the 
contract complete without entering upon the question of 
implied authority. Moreover the post is properly used whenever 
the circumstances are such that, according to the ordinary 
usages of mankind, the parties must have contemplated the 
transmission of the acceptance in this way. In practice the 
two methods of stating the rule are probably equivalent. In 
the present case the offer was made by letter, and, although 
this was handed to the plaintiff on the spot, yet it was intended 
that he should take it away to a distance and answer it sub- 
sequently. The natural mode of doing this would be by post. 
Hence the acceptance was properly sent by post, and the con- 
tract was complete, notwithstanding the attempted revocation. 





A question as to the right to appear upon the mene of a 
winding-up petition arose on cee last before Mr. Justice 
Nortu. Rule 3 of February, 1891, provides that “ every person 
who intends to appear on the hearing of a petition shall serve or 
send by post notice in writing of his intention to the petitioner 
at the address stated in the advertisement of the petition. The 
notice shall be signed by such person or his solicitor. sii 
A person who has failed to comply with this rule shall not, with- 
out the special leave of the court, be allowed to appear on the 
hearing of the petition.” In the case referred to a notice had 
been given which stated that six persons, whose names were 
mentioned, ‘‘ the committee of creditors appointed at a meeting 
of creditors of the above company,” intended to appear on the 
hearing of the petition and to oppose the petition. The notice 
was signed by a firm of solicitors, who described themselves as 
“ solicitors for the above-named committee of creditors.” Upon 
the hearing, counsel, instructed by these solicitors, ap 

and stated that he appeared for the committee. Mr. Justice 
Nort, however, declined to recognize the committee as +. 
ing. He said that, having regard to the terms of the above 
= 4 he could only treat the six persons whose names were 
mentioned in the notice as appearing. The result of this ruling 
seems to be that if a large y of creditors or contributories 
desire to appear on the hearing of a winding-up petition, the 
can do so only by either giving a te notice for eac 
individual, or by giving a joint notice which shall state the 
name of each individual. This ight lead to much incon- 
venience if, as well might be, several hundred persons, creditors 
or contributories, desired to support or to oppose a winding-up 
petition. It is not easy to see why the word “person” in the 
rule may not be read as including a body of ms who are 
acting together, so that they ma represented, for the purpose 
of appearance, by a committee chosen by them. The practice of 
appointing committees of creditors or contributories of companies 
is, we believe, now very common, and, consequently, this decision 
upon the rule is of general importance. 


A new ror of “impulsive insanity” has arisen fo claim 
judicial recognition as an exculpatory plea in criminal cases. 
eve. dueaaes native was tried before the Sessions Judge of 
Belgaum, in the Presidency of Bombay, for having muniered a 
child for the sake of its ornaments. e evidence of guilt was 
conclusive. The child was found with its throat cut, its hands 
severed, and the paltry bracelets, for the sake of which the crime 
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was committed, removed. It was shewn that the prisoner had 
pawned the bracelets in question fora fewrupees. Under these 
circumstances only the venerable plea of insanity was available. 
But the accused, being a person of an ingenious turn of mind, 

ed to cast it in a distinctly novel form. He alleged that at 
the critical moment he had been suffering from a pain in the 
stomach which irresistibly impelled him to the commission of 
the crime, and earnestly urged the court to have that organ 
opened in order that the worth of his plea might be judicially 
tested. The Sessions Judge refused, however, to listen to the 
moving appeal, and sentenced him to death ; and the High Court 
of Bombay has now declined to interfere with this decision. A 
somewhat similar case is recorded in Sir Woopstve Partsu’s 
work on Buenos Ayres. Juan Anronto Ganrcta, a well-educated, 
courteous Spanish gentleman, was tried at Buenos Ayres for 
murder. He pleaded that when the north wind (vento niorto) set 
in he was irritated beyond the power of self-control, and that 
this fatal wind was blowing when his guilty deed was done. 
The tribunal promptly overruled the plea. ‘“‘To have admitted 
this defence,”’ says the quaint old traveller who records the case, 
“would have been followed by the necessity of putting half the 
population in prison when the vento niorto set in.” The exist- 
ence of certain varieties of “impulsive insanity’ is now too well 
established to be denied, but the best interests of society demand 
that any attempt to add to their number shall receive the most 
jealous scrutiny. 





Rererrinc To the subject mentioned in these columns last 
week (ante, p. 373) of the proposed omission from Chancery 
orders of all mention of the evidence, and to the antiquity of 
the present practice, the following extract from a collection of 
orders compiled by Mr. Joun Bzamegs, and published in the 
year 1815, is very much in point. The orders are headed as 
follows: ‘Ordinances made by the Right Honourable T, Lord 
Covestry, Lord Keeper of the Great Seal of England, with the 
advice and assistance of the Right Honourable Sir Juttvus Cxsar, 
Knight, Master of the Rolls, in the Term of St. Michael the 
Archangel, in the eleventh year of the reign of our Sovereign 
Lord King Cxantzs, for the redress of sundry errors, defaults, 
and abuses in the High Court of Chancery.” No. 12 of these 
ordinances is in these words :— 

“The registers [si-], in drawing up orders, shall use all convenient brevity, 

according to the manner of ancient times; they shall mention the material 
reports, affidavits, and former orders, upon which the new order is 
grounded to have been read, but shall not repeat them; they shall not, 
unless it be by special direction of the court, fill any order with the dis- 
putes of counsel, nor with the reasons or allegations pro ¢t contra, nor 
mention any reasons but such on which the court relied in making the 
order, and those with brevity and clearness.’’ 
The date of these ordinances is November 17, 1635, and the 
reference to the record where they may be found is Reg. Lib., 
1635, B. 191. It will be observed that more than 350 years 
ago the present practice is described as being “according to the 
manner of ancient times.” 





A sHockING ovreace has recently been committed at the 
Royal Courts of Justice. A learned judge one day, on leaving 
court and returning to his room, observed to his horror that 
some legal anarchist had, by means of finger marks on the 
uncleaned window, executed a device representing a human 
(presumably judicial) face. Indignant at this “insult,” the 
learned Judge inquired of his clerk who was the per- 

2 e clerk knew nothing of the matter, nor did 
the oiderly, who was at once sent for. The superintendent 
A the building was soon in attendance, and promised to 
make the fullest investigation. On the following day the 

endent waited on the learned judge, and stated 

that he had discovered who the offender was. It then came 
out that a young lady had been to the Royal Courts to see her 
relation the judge, and, being left alone in his room for a few 
moments, had occupied her time in endeavouring to seo the 
outside ; and, as a silent protest against the obscurity 

of the uncleaned window, had committed the offence complained 
of. It is understood that the young lady now understands the 


heinous nature of her crime, and is deeply grateful to her 
judicial relative for not having committed her to prison for 
contempt of court. 








THE REGENERATION OF ORDER 14. 


Ir is to be hoped that the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Lawrence § Sons v. Willcocks (to which we refer elsewhere) will 
not be regarded by the Rule Committee as having solved the 
difficulty which has arisen under order 14. The case mentioned 
has supplied an answer to the question whether or not interest 
may be claimed by way of special indorsement under ord. 3, 
r. 6, in an action on a bill of exchange or promissory note 
where it is claimed ‘‘at the rate of five per cent. per annum 
from the date of the writ until payment or judgment.” The 
answer has been an emphatic affirmative. Such a claim for 
accruing interest may properly form part of a special indorse- 
ment, not because it is liquidated, but because the Bills of 
Exchange Act, 1882, s. 57, says that it shall be deemed to be 
liquidated. That settles the question as to claims for interest in 
actions on bills of exchange. But the whole question of claims 
for interest on specially-indorsed writs is only a symptom of the 
disease which is eating the heart out of order 14. In all these 
recent cases, Elliott v. Roberts (ante, p. 92), Blood v. Robinson 
(ante, p. 203), London and Universal Bank v. Clancarty (ante, 
p- 364), Sheba Gold Mining Co. v. Trubshawe (ante, p. 329), 
the plaintifis have not been fighting for the interest claimed. 
They cared nothing about their claims for interest. In 
every case the plaintiff has been fighting solely to estab- 
lish his right to obtain the debt, which the defendant 
could not deny that he owed, but which the plaintiff could 
not obtain judgment for because he had included in his claim 
a demand for interest; which demand the court could neither 
strike out nor allow him to withdraw. In the two cases of Wilks v. 
Wood (ante, p. 379) and the present case of Lawrence § Sons v. 
Willcocks the Court of Appeal may be said to have applied a 
remedy to a local result of the complaint which afflicts procedure 
under order 14, but to have left the seat of the disease in pre- 
cisely the same condition as it was before. Procedure under 
order 14, as we said last week, lies under the heel of Gurney v. 
Small, and in order to remove the baneful influence of that case 
upon the whole system of summary judgment on specially- 
indorsed writs we must look to the Rule Committee, and to 
them alone. The decision in Gurney v. Small is, technically, 
perfectly right. It interprets the words of ord. 3, r. 6, and ord. 
14, r. 1, with precise accuracy. If a special indorsement con- 
tains any single item, no matter how trifling or insignificant, 
which ought not properly to form part of a special indorsement, 
the whole procedure under order 14 breaks down, and the case 
must go to trial, although the claim, excepting that particular 
item, is not even disputed by the defendant. But the court has 
an inherent power to amend. True, it has. It exercises that 
power, and strikes out the objectionable item. And what is the 
effect of that, according to the law of Gurney v. Small? The 
effect is that the case must still go to trial although there is, admittedly, 
nothing whatever to try! That is the real disease which afflicts 
order 14, and recent decisions have not removed it. 

The whole point is so entirely technical that it is necessary to 
be almost minute to make it clear. We will give a simple case 
which has actually arisen, A plaintiff claimed £50 for wine 
sold and delivered. To this claim he added an item for Is. 6d. 
for duty paid on the wine. On the hearing of the summons 
under sider 14 the defendant did not dispute his liability to pay 
the debt of £50, and even went so far as to imply that he might 
have been liable to pay the duty, for the period covered by the 
plaintiff's os haere of the Is. 6d., but the claint for that item 
was only damages, as he was never liable to pay the 1s. 6d. to 
the plaintiff. His contention was held to be good, and he 
obtained unconditional leave to defend as to the whole claim. 
If time is of importance in such a case, and the plaintiff wants 
to free his action from the claim for 1s, 6d., he gets leave to 
amend, and strikes out that item, leaving only the debt, which 
the defendant has no power to dispute, There is, therefore, 
nothing left to try: still, it must go to trial, according to Gurney 





v. Small, because, as the writ was not specially indorsed at the 
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time of the defendant’s appearance, order 14 does not apply. 
The rules say so, and the rules are law. 

The recent decisions on claims for interest do not touch cases 
like the above. Something more is needed to restore order 14 
to an effectual working condition. For it must be remembered 
that in many business transactions causes of action arise which 
include claims not readily distinguishable as liquidated or un- 
liquidated claims. ‘Those which are undoubtedly liquidated may 
be claimed by specially-indorsed writ. Those which are not 
must be claimed by a separate action. If a wrong item is 
accidentally included in the specially-indorsed writ, is the 
plaintiff to lose the whole advantage of order 14 in respect of 
the rest of his claim, although the court has an inherent power 
to amend proceedings at any stage? Surely he ought not to 
suffer so much for such a trifling error? At any rate, the court 
ought to have discretionary power to do justice in such a case. 

The remedy, moreover, is extremely simple. There is no 
need to alter either ord. 3, r. 6, or ord. 14, r.1. Although the 
whole trouble has been caused by the strict interpretation placed 
by Gurney v. Small upon the two sentences with which those 
two rules respectively commence, yet there are reasons against 
altering those rules, unless a decided extension of order 14 pro- 
cedure is intended. Ord. 3, r. 6, says: ‘In all actions where 
the plaintiff seeks only to recover a debt or liquidated demand,” 
&c.; and ord. 14, r. 1, says: ‘‘ Where the defendant appears to 
a writ of summons specially indorsed under ord. 3, r. 6,” &e. 
Strictly interpreted, the words italicised mean that, if at the 
time of appearance there is any defect whatever in the indorse- 
ment of the writ, however accidental or insignificant, the court 
is powerless to remove the defect and allow the case to proceed 
under order 14. The real difficulty, therefore, does not lie in 
the words of the rules, but in the powerlessness of the court to 
give summary justice, notwithstanding a trifling impediment in 
the shape of some technical defect in the writ. The power of 
the court to do justice lies at the mercy of any careless, or 
ignorant, or overworked clerk who may be intrusted with the 
duty of drawing, or even copying, the indorsement, and who 
may make some error in doing so. The most trivial omission 
from, or impreper addition to, the special indorsement of the 
writ paralyzes the arm of the court altogether, so far as regards 
its system of procedure for summary judgment. There could be 
no harm in giving the court general discretion on applications 
under order 14 to strike out from the claim any item which 
ought not properly to form part of a special indorsement, and 
to give judgment there and then for the balance of the claim. 
If the Rule Committee will pass a short rule to that effect, we 
have no doubt that order 14 will work as smoothly and benefici- 
ally as it did before Gurney v. Small. It would, in fact, be 
merely restoring the status quo ante. Order 14 worked smoothly 
and well from 1883 to 1891, when Gurney v. Small was decided, 
and the sole reason that it did so was that wherever a defendant 
pointed out the existence of a technical defect in the indorse- 
ment of the writ, the judge or master in chambers remedied the 
defect by order, and afterwards dealt with the amended claim 
under order 14. Gurney v. Small took away this power to 
amend, which was the oil in the wheels of order 14. e hope 
it will be restored by a rule of court with as little delay as 

possible. 


SOME CONSIDERATIONS WITH REFERENCE TO 
THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE BILL. 
I. 


Mistep by a seductive fancy, people too hastily assume that the 
suggestions of this Bill are feasible in practice. The imagina- 
tion (of persons who have not had much practical experience of 
the administration of trusts) easily depicts to itself a delightful 
state of affairs, when all trouble about finding new trustees 
shall be done away with, absolute security shall be insured for 
all trust property, and all trust business shall be conducted 
cheaply, smoothly, and rapidly, under the supervision of a 
pubhe official, chosen by reason of his eminent fitness for the 
vost, and devoting his whole time and abilities to the work. 
Sut it is the unfortunate fact that these agreeable anticipations 
are confined to the persons whose want of practical experience 





practical working of the proposed scheme. The people whose 
lives have been passed in the transaction of such business are 
well known to regard the scheme with something more than 
distrust. No very lengthy examination is required to shew that 
these unfavourable apprehensions are not entirely without 
plausible foundation. 

The greater part of the business relating to trust estates does 
not consist of heroic p ings, requiring the intervention of 
courts and official personages, but is made up of somewhat 
trifling matters, chiefly relating to the exercise of discretions or 
discretionary powers vested in the trustees; such matters, for 
example, as providing for the maintenance of infants, or the 
advancement of a sum of money to start a boy in the world. 
Under the present practice these questions are usually settled 
by the trustees, who are the responsible parties, after discussion 
and consultation with the parent or parents and the family 
solicitor ; an arrangement which in practice and in result 
closely resembles the French consetl de famille, though very 
different from it in theory. The trustees are usually old friends 
of the family, who are better acquainted than anybody else 
with the facts and circumstances which require to be known and 
taken into account; they are usually actuated by a benevolent 
disposition towards the parties concerned, and desire nothing 
but to act reasonably and uprightly ; moreover, they are subject 
to the public opinion of their own world, which knows enough 
of the parties and their affairs to exercise an influence of 
opinion. It is more than probable that by this means a satis- 
factory result is arrived at, in the great majority of cases, with 
the least possible delay and at the least possible expense. It 
seems only to be necessary to consider for a moment the pro- 
bable, or rather the certain, result of substituting constant 
applications to a Government Department, in order to under- 
stand the astonishment with which the proposal is contemplated 
by those who have the largest practical acquaintance with these 
matters. 

The contrast between the existing practice and the proposed 
new practice can easily be pointed out. When the Public 
Trustee is the m by whom any discretionary power (for 
example, as to Tak maintenance) is to be exercised, it will 
be necessary, in every one of these little emergencies, to make a 
formal application to him. He will, of course, know nothing 
about the particular circumstances of the case ; and, therefore, 
unless he is to decide merely at random, he will require to be sup- 
plied with information. Evidence must, therefore, be given by 
affidavit or statutory declaration ; and, speaking generally, it 
can hardly be supposed that the consequent proceedings will be 
less formal than those which are usual upon an ordinary sum- 
mons in chambers. Anything less than this would turn the 
application into a mere farce, and would involve the loss of 
those important saf which the existing practice affords 
to the interests of the infants. It follows that an equivalent to 
the delay, expense, and inconvenience of a summons in chambers 
must be incurred upon every dealing with a trust fund in the 
hands of the Public Trustee. 

A short historical sketch of the practice relating to the main- 
tenance of infants will throw some light upon this part of the 
subject. Before Lord Cranwortn’s Act, which was in 
1860, trustees could not safely apply any part of the income of 
a fund to which an infant was entitled towards the infant’s 
maintenance, without —— obtaining the leave of the Court 
of Chancery, unless the will or settlement under which they 
acted expressly empowered them to apply the income in that 
manner. This state of things being found to be very incon- 
venient and epee, he \agiiveen in = yg the 
0 ite polic itting trustees to apply the income in 
ba ne C) erage Bes such contiadlen of it was 





forbidden the settlement. This change of policy having 
been found % work very well, it was deliberately —olienet by 
the Legislature in the Conveyancing Act of 1881, under the 
authority of which enactment the | bulk of the business relating 
to the maintenance of infants is now transacted. eye ae | 
admitted that the existing ioe, for convenience, noes, 
cheapness, hardly admits of improvement, The result of the 
proposed new system would be to render necessary a proceeding 
closely resembling a summons in chambers before any infant 





disqualifies them for expressing any confident opinion about the | 
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maintained, thus throwing the law back into something very 
like what it was in the days of William IV. Indeed, in some 
respects, the new state of the law would be even worse than the 
old; for, under the old law, it was open to trustees, if they 
chose to assume the responsibility, to apply the income in main- 
tenance, and if the court afterwards came to the conclusion that 
this application of the income had been proper, and such as the 
court, if its leave had been asked, would have sanctioned, the 
court would sanction the act of the trustees ex post facto. But 
under the proposed scheme there will exist no means of escaping 
what is practically equivalent to an application to the court ; 
because the Public Trustee is himself the person by whom the 
discretion is to be exercised. 

Cases might of course be found in which the new system 
would be an improvement; but the point to be noticed is, that 
these cases are the rare exceptions to the general rule. It is of 
course possible that a private trustee may be perverse or dis- 
honest, and the Public Trustee would doubtless be better than a 
perverse or dishonest private trustee. But the evidence is 
abundant that private trustees are not commonly either per- 
verse or dishonest ; and where is the wisdom of upsetting the 
general business of the country, in order to provide for a few 

tional cases? Legislators ought not to need to be reminded 
that this is not the object which legislation should propose to 
itself. Such cases should either be provided for at a less cost, 
or, if that is unfortunately impossible, they should be left to 
take care of themselves. 

The foregoing remarks of course assume, what the Govern- 
ment must be sup to have assumed, that if the new scheme 
should be established, it would be largely adopted in practice. 
There will of course not be much inconvenience, if the Public 
Trustee has little or nothing to do. Here, then, the Govern- 
ment will find themselves (as the newspapers say) on the horns 
of a dilemma: either the Act will succeed, in the sense that a 
great many trust estates will be vested in the Public Trustee, in 
which case great inconvenience and expense to the beneficiaries 
will ensue; or else it will not succeed, and then the public 
revenue will be saddled with a large and permanent burden. 
For it must be remembered that this is an experiment which 
cannot be tried for nothing ; it will be necessary to begin with a 
fine air of dash and display, to appoint an official of high status 
at a correspondingly large salary, to seat him in an imposing 

ing, and to surround him with a numerous and efficient 
staff. the Government should resolve to begin cautiously, 
getting a nobody for little or nothing, and hiding him in some 
corner, the scheme will produce about as much effect as the fall 
of a snowflake on a river. Inquiry is likely to convince its pro- 
moters that everybody who has any power to push the scheme 
is ly opposed to it; and if it is born in obscurity, it will 
obviously have no power to push itself. Those who wish well 
to the Government may feel inclined to commend this alternative 
to their more careful attention. 

er, it is to be borne in mind that, even if success 
should at first attend the scheme, this will not necessarily be 
permanent; indeed, there is no reasonable probability of its 
permanence. Even supposing (which, as shull presently be 
shewn, is a very large concession) that a rush upon the office 
should oceur at its first establishment, this is likely to be very 
soon abated by prompt disgust at the experience of its disagree- 
able consequences. And the present scheme lies under a great 
disadvantage as compared with the Land Registry under Lord 
Caress’ Act ; because land lasts for ever, and when once placed 
on the register it is not likely to be taken off. But there is no such 
thing as a practical fee simple in the administration of a trust. 
The rule against perpetuities imposes certain limits within which 
— trust must come to be wound up; and a constant flow of 
business would be required to maintain the prosperity of 

the Public Trustee. 


_ It is stated that Judge Brynmor Jones has resigned the county court 
ene <<, Crncetntis, with a view to entering political life; and 
that the Chancellor has accepted the resignation. 

In the course of the debate on the Local Authorities (Acquisition of 
Land) Bill the Lord Chancellor eaid he regarded the Bill with something 
like . He protested against these constant changes in the law and 
againet the system of legislation by reference from one Act to another 
without any explanation of the extent of the powers proposed to be given. 











REVIEWS. 
COMPANY LAW. 


THe Law or TRADING AND OTHER COMPANIES FORMED OR REGIS- 
TERED UNDER THE COMPANIES AcT, 1862. By Epwarp MAnson, 
Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


We are afraid that the utility of this book will hardly prove to be 
commensurate with the time and labour which have been bestowed 
upon it. ‘‘ Company law,” the author says in the preface, ‘‘ has now 
reached a stage when the work of digesting is imperatively de- 
manded,” and his aim is to methodize what he describes as the 
heterogeneous and confused mass of statutes, orders, and cases. For 
this purpose, he continues, ‘‘ he has treated the subject under titles, 
grouping cases and sections under their proper headings, giving the 
‘legal pith’ only of the decisions, and arranging the whole 
alphabetically.” All this certainly he has done, and a reader 
will be able to find information on any given point supported 
by references to decisions and statutes. But we very much doubt 
whether he would not find it more quickly and conveniently in 
one of the existing text-books. A reference to the index in such a 
book would at once direct him to the subject he is in search of, 
and he would there find it systematically treated. Here the 
book is its own index, and is cut up into divisions and sub-divisions 
in a manner which is somewhat confusing. Probably it would 
have been better to adopt a logical arrangement for the body 
of the work and give the reader the ordinary help of an 
index. A thorough digest of the cases would be valuable, and 
in this way it might have been much more satisfactorily effected. 
But, while we doubt whether the author has been successful in his 
mode of digesting cases, we are sure that he is mistaken in his 
treatment of statutes. The various sections are dispersed through 
the work, in accordance, indeed, with some sort of alphabetical order, 
but in a manner quite useless for practical purposes. No one would 
act upon a section as found here without referring to the context in 
the statute itself, and he would do better to go to the statute at first. 
We notice that the odds and ends of statutes, for which apparently 
the author has been able to find no other use, are carefully gathered 
up and given to the reader under the head of “ Acts, The Com- 
panies.’”’ The book, however, may be found useful for reference, and 
the cases are set out more fully than elsewhere. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

A Treatise on the Law of Merchant Shipping. By Davi Mac- 
LACHLAN, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

The Jurisprudence of the Privy Council. Containing a Digest of 
all the Decisions of the Privy Council; a Sketch of its History; 
Notes on the Constitution of the Judicial Committee ; a Summary of 
its Procedure; and also three Appendices. By J. J. BEAUCHAMP, 
B.C.L., Advocate and Revising Barrister. Montreal: A. Peirard. 

The Annual County Courts Practice, 1892. Founded on Pollock 
and Nicol’s and Heywood’s Practices of the County Courts. Two 
Vols. By His Honour Judge Hrywoop. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Law Quarterly Review. April. By Sir FREDERICK POLLOCK, 
Bart., M.A., LL.D., Corpus Professor of Jurisprudence in the 
University of Oxford. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Leading Cases done into English and other Diversions. By Sir 
FREDERICK PoLLooK, Bart. Macmillan & Co. 

Wilson’s Legal Handy Books. Investors’ Book-Keeping upon 
Double Entry Principle. By EBENEZER CARR, F.S.A.A. Effingham, 
Wilson & Co. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
POWER OF ATTORNEY REGISTRATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—Referring to my letter to you of the 15th inst., I beg to 
enclose for your information copy of the reply which I have received 
from the Central Office. 

I do not myself in this particular case propose to take any further 
om, as the amount involved is so small, but it certaihly seems to me 
to be a matter which from any point of view it would be well that 
the Incorporated Law Society should consider. A. Harry EWER. 

31, Fenchurch-street, London, E.C., March 31. 

The following is a copy of the reply referred to :— 

Central Office, 

Royal Courts of Justice, Strand, 
Room No. 85, 

March 18, 1892. 





Re Power of Attorney. 
P. 





Mr. . 
Dear Sir,—In reply to your letter of the 16th inst. I beg to refer you 
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to the rule made under section 48 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
which, inter alia, is as follows: ‘‘ All copies or extracts which may be 
required shall be made in the office.” nder this rule it was decided 
by the masters some years since, that a solicitor is not entitled to 
bring in a copy of power of attorney tu be marked as an office copy, 
but must bespeak a copy to be made in the office. On the deposit of 
a power of attorney a copy may be presented and the same marked 
as an office copy, and such copy is deemed, under section 48, to be 
sufficient evidence, &c., of the contents, &c., and of the deposit 
thereof in the Central Office; but on any copy being required after 
such deposit, the practice is to comply with the rule to which I have 
referred, by making such copy in the office.—Yours truly, 

A. Harry Ewer, Esq. (Signed) Jonn T. NERNEY. 


A FORAY FROM ACROSS THE BORDER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 
Sir,—Possibly a copy of the enclosed circular has come to your 
hands. Is there a law society in Scotland, and if so what does it say 
to this production ? A SUBSCRIBER. 
March 30. 


The following is a copy of the circular referred to :— 





Solicitor, 
Supreme and Inferior Courts, 
Law Agent and Conveyancer. 
Chambers, ———, 
Edinburgh, March, 1892. 

Dear Sir,—I understand it to be a rule among English solicitors, 
when transacting business in England for their professional brethren 
in Scotland, to share fees, and as the same rule is now beginning to 
obtain in Scotland, I beg to intimate that Iam prepared to under- 
take every description of legal business on the footing of sharing 


ees. 

I have had upwards of twenty years’ legal experience, and was for 
a number of years managing clerk to one of the best legal firms in 
Edinburgh, and this of itself should be a sufficient guarantee of my 
respectability and business capacity, but if desired I shall be glad to 
furnish any English solicitor, wishing to employ me, with the highest 
references. 

Any business intrusted to me shall receive my best attention. 

Yours faithfully, 





THE COUNTY COURT RULES, 1892. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—Under the old rules, where a default summons was served by 
the plaintiff's solicitor, it was necessary to file an affidavit of service 
within three days. This rule (ord. 7, r. 31) has been annulled, and 
the new one merely prescribes that such affidavit shall be filed before 
signing judgment. 

In the court in which I practise the regi refuses to accept 
notice of defence unless received within eight days from service, for 
the date of which he has to refer to the affidavit. 

How is he now to know whether notice of defence is in time or 
not ? G. H. L. 

April 2. 





MORE BABOO ENGLISH. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—You have recently [ante, p. $32} culled a few flowers of rhetoric 
from the memoir of the late Honourable Justice Mookerjee. May I 
add a few more specimens from the same illustrative of English, how 
she is wrote by the educated Hindoo? Dull indeed would he be of 
soul who could pass by this little memoir of Mr. Justice Mookerjee. 
“To write,” as the author says, ‘‘ in such a way as the literary public 
may fall in love with is a difficult in the extreme, especially of 
such a man as the late Hon. Justice Mookerjee. He was no poet.” 
Poet or not, the phrases in which his nephew has enshrined his 
memory are an ever new delight; like those of Claudio in Much 
Ado about Nothing, ‘‘ very fantastical banquet, just so many strange 
dishes.’’ Omichood Chunder Mookerjee was born on the 29th of Choit, 
1829, and it appears under a lucky star, for the astrologist who cast 
his nativity declared he would ‘‘ become a king and rule over the des- 
tinies of hundreds and thousands,” Persian was then de rigueur as a 
subject of polite education, and little Mookerjee at five or six not only 
mastered the alphabet in two days, but in two more traced its charac- 
ters, much to the astonishment of his ‘‘ senile” tutor, who said it was | 
to him ‘‘ quite a wonderment wrought by a little mechanism of flesh 
and blood,” Notwithstanding this earl promise, little Mookerjee's | 
srogress at school was not very ‘ gairish ish,’ which is rather strange as 

e was ‘a sap,” ‘and well did he pay for it. It is well known that 


with his books when they themselves are to jump over the moon, and it 
accordingly happened that little Mookerjee, whilst sitting quietly in 
pede peep Wien Ase hpawrig he By dhe ae and ruthlessl: 
pen and slapped out of seat, his snatched out of his ; 
and his papers scattered on the floor. But this singular sheepishness 
end little Mookerjee to his teachers’”’; and so amiable was his 

isposition that he never had “‘a snip snap,” we are told, with any 
of his college boys. Mookerjee’s having died young, the 
family was with 2 ‘‘ barmecide feast.” Mookerjee, like 
Mrs. Kenwigs, came of a high family, and ‘‘how could he, scion 
of a highly reputable family, go mendicant for a contemptible post 
— fea more than Rs. 20 or sn — Necessity, however, in 
the shape of an im mother at home, obliged him to pocket 
his family pride, and ‘after months of excruciating agony he 
obtained Nazir [a clerkship in a magistrate’s office]. Here a deus ex 
machind intervened in the shape of an Indian judge, Mr. Aber- 
cromby Dick, who advised Mookerjee’s brother to nurture him for the 
bar, but as none can be great “ impromptu,” Mookerjee to 
study law. Once called, business came ing gaily, ‘‘one, two, 
three, every day,” and prosperity enabled young Mookerjee to restore 
‘‘happiness and sunshine to those sweet and well-beloved faces on 
which he had not seen the soft and fascinating beams of a simper for 
many & grim-visaged year.” The remainder of his income Mookerjee 
spent on “digests, reports, and commentaries,” for at this time hisstudy 
embraced ‘‘ the deepand awful hourof midnight.” Theday wasspentat 
court, and ‘‘a genial, buxom, and ardently sociable nature consecrated 
the first hours of evening to friendship and society,” so much so 
that he ‘‘ seemed but the gay butterfly of society.” Tempus edax rerum, 
and shortly afterwards Mookerjee’s mother ‘‘ shuffied off the mortal 
coil,” by which, and a “‘ doloriferous boil,’”? Mookerjee was “‘ thrown 
into a peck of troubles.”” However, he was appointed to a seat on the 
Legislative Council of Bengal, and this appointment his biographer 
designates as ‘‘ most judicious and tip top,” for Mookerjee was not 
one of those who -are “‘ merely ciphers and ditto saying members.” 
Here, as at the bar, “he anew no gairish of words.”’ ‘He was an 
eloquent speaker, but made no raree show it.” Nor did he ever 
‘“‘counterchange strong words with the pleaders or barristers of the 
other party.” “His temper was never incalescent or hazy,” ‘‘ but he 
well understood the interest of his client, and never cease to tussle 
for it,” “ knuckling to the arguments of the court,” however, at the 
same time. ‘‘ An unparagoned gentlemen he was.” It is sati 
to know that, after being raised to the bench, Mr. Justice Mookerjee 
became “‘ plump as a partridge.” When the learned judge died there 
was weeping and ‘*and a pretty kettle of fish.” 

Surely the author must be some relation of the Indian gentleman 
who addressed Lord Dufferin as ‘‘ Honoured Enormity!” “i 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
EASTER VACATION, 1892. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Easter Vacation. 

During Easter Vacation all applications which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard are to be made to the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Jeune. 

Mr. Justice Jeune will act as Vacation Judge from Thursday, April 
14, to Monday, April 25, both days inclusive. His lordship will sit 
in Queen’s Bench judges’ chambers on Wednesday, April 20, and 
Friday, April 22. dn other days within the above peried, - 
tions in urgent chancery matters may be made to his lordship at 79, 
Harley-street, W. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to 
the judge by book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies 
of the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, 
on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may 
consider the applicant entitled to, and an envelope capable of receiv- 
ing the papers, and addressed as follows: — Wr secwry ee mg 
Letter: To the i in Vacation, Registrars bers, 
Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 

n applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 
The papers sent tothe judge will be returned to the registrar. 


—————— 








In a recent Vermont case, says the A/keny Lew Jowrwal, a verdict was 
set aside because one of the parties treated some of the jurors to cigars. 
There was some discussion whether they constituted ** victuals or "a 
Taft, J., who evidently does not eat or drink cigars, observed : ** Tobacco 
is both a victual and a drink. It is taken as a nourishment, sustenance, 
food, &c.; therefore a victual. It is not an obsolete use of the word to 
call it drink. Joaquin Miller says, ‘I drink the winds as drinking wine.’ 
If a man can drink wind, I think he can drink tobacco smoke, vile and 


disgusting as it is. A man is compelled to drink it, by a. it in 
his face on all oocasions and in Taenan the cradle ca 





boys cannot bear the sight of any one of them sitting still or busy 


It is a drink.”’ 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 
THE LONDON JOINT-STOCK BANK (LIM.) ». SIMMONS—ith April. 


NecotTraste InstrumENts—Bona Fine Hoiper ror VatvE—BankER— 
BroxER—PLeEpce. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal (Lindley, 
Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) (reported 39 W. R. 449; 1891, 1 Ch. 270). The 
mdent Simmons (the plaintiff in the action) was a customer of 
Herapath, Delmar, & Co., stockbrokers, and the action was brpught 
against their bankers to recover the value of some Argentine bonds of the 
Buenos Ayres Land Mortgage Bank of the ‘‘J’’ series, generally known 
as ‘*Cedulas,’’ of the nominal value of 15,000 dols. The respondent 
had left in the hands of Delmar, one of the members of Herapath, 
Delmar, & Co., for custody, a number of such bonds to the above amount ; 
but on October 12, 1887, Delmar, desiring to raise money for purposes of 
his own, and without any authority from the respondent, contracted to 
sell the respondent’s bonds to Prior & Co., and on the same day he made 
a further contract to repurchase similar bonds for October 28. On 
October 28 Delmar delivered the bonds which he had contracted to sell 
in three separate lots, and on the same day he took delivery from 
Greenwell & Co. of the other similar bonds which he had contracted to 
buy. Delmar’s account with the appellant bank was overdrawn. For the 
bonds so delivered to him he paid by a crossed cheque, and in order to 
put himself in funds to meet it he sent the bonds of which he had taken 
delivery, with other securities, to the appellant bank, on receipt of which 
the appellants placed £6,000 to his credit. Out of this sum the cheque 
was cashed. The bonds so deposited remained in the custody of the bank 
till Delmar failed and absconded in June, 1888. Thereupon the respondent 
applied to the bank for the bonds, which, however, had been sold, with 
the rest of Delmar’s securities, for a price which was admitted to have 
been fair. The Court of Appeal held that the bank acquired no title to 
the bonds as against the true owner, and that Simmons was entitled to 
the relief claimed. 

Tue Hovse (Lord Hatssvry, C., Lords Warson, Herscuett, Mac- 
NAGHTEN, and Fre.p) reversed this decision. 

Lord Hatssvry, C., after pointing out that the case raised no question 
of law, and could be dealt with on the footing that the bonds were at first 
the property of the respondent, said: The first point relied on is that the 
property in question is, according to the law-merchant, negotiable, and if 

over, even by a person who had no title, but to one who received 

or value, in good faith and without knowledge of the want of title in his 

predecessor in title, a good title is made by such transfer to an innocent 
holder for value. If the facts support this proposition, it cannot be 
doubted. And, first, as to the character and quality of the property 
itself. It seems to me it is impossible to dispute that the bonds in 
question were negotiable instruments. I should have thought so upon 
the evidence, and after the decision of your lordships’ House in 
Goodwin v. Robarts (24 W. R. 987, 1 App. Cas. 476); and having 
regard also to the admission made at the trial, and which is stated 
m the judgment of the Court of Appeal delivered by Bowen, L.J., 
it is not possible to suggest that that matter of fact is left in doubt. The 
remaining part of the proposition is equally a question of fact. Did the 
bankers receive these bonds in good faith, and, though it was almost in- 
volved in the proposition, without any reason to suppose that the person 
from whom they received them had no right so to dispose of them? I 
am of opinion that they did. There is not, to my mind, the least reason 
to suppose that the bank did not take these bonds in the ordinary course 
of business, and with a full belief that the person from whom they received 
them was either the owner or had full authority to deal with them, as in 
fact he did deal with them. The Court of Appeal appear to have been 
much influenced by the decision of your lordships’ House in the case of 
Lord Shefield ¥. The London Joint-Stock Bank (37 W. R. 33, 13 App. Cas. 
333). The only question of law decided in that case was that a purchaser, 
even for value, cannot insist on his purchase if he knows that the person 
from whom he purchases has no right to sell—no very novel principle of 
law, nor one upon which, I should think, much doubt could exist. But 
the distinction between the two cases is that in the present case, upon the 
facts proved, I am of opinion that the bankers were under the full belief 
and conviction that the bonds were being lawfully dealt with, whereas, in 
Lord Sheficl « case, your lordships thought that the bank had actual know- 
ledge that the person pledging them had only a limited authority to 
Yaise money upon them. I can find here no trace of any such course 
of business brought home to the knowledge of the bankers as would 
give them the least suspicion that their clients had not full authority 
to deal as they were dealing with the securities in their hands. The 
inferences derived from the business carried on by the money-lender 
in Lord Sheficld’s case were peculiar to that case, and have no relation to 
the course of business which brokers habitually pursue towards their own 
clients, and for their own clients, when dealing with bankers with whom 
iti iti ”? in a broker’s 
‘business is as well known 2 course of dealing as anything can possibly be, 
and the phrase that they are deposited en bloc seems to me to be somewhat 
fallacious. That they are, in fact, deposited by the broker at one time, 
and to raise one sum, may be true. It does not follow, and I do not know 
that the banker could reasonably be expected to presume, that they belong 
to different customers, and that the limit of the broker’s authority was 
applied to cach individual security by his own client. 





lt would, therefore, 


to my mind, be as totally different from the facts proved or inferred in 
Lord Sheffield’ s case as anything could well be. 
countenance 


cate any 


I do not think that in that 
was given to the notion that because Mozlcy, the 


money-lender, was assumed to be the agent for the owners of the property 
that that circumstance alone put the bank upon inquiry as to his title to 
the property with which he dealt. To lay down as a broad proposition 
that in every case you must inquire whether a known agent has the 
authority of his principal would undoubtedly be a startling proposition, 
and certainly nothing said in Lord Sheffeld’s case could justify so novel 
an idea. The broad proposition laid down by Abbott, C.J., in 3 B. & C. 
47, that ‘‘a negotiable instrument by delivery to any person holding it 
gives a good title to any person honestly acquiring it,’’ seems to me to be 
decisive of this case. The property in question, for reasons I have already 
given, was, or must be presumed to be, negotiable. I think there was 
nothing in the evidence to raise a doubt that it was honestly acquired by 
the bank, and I am therefore of opinion that the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal should be reversed. 

Lord Herscuetu, after stating the facts, said:—I do not propose to 
enter upon the inquiry whether the plaintiff can establish a title to the 
bonds deposited with the bank, for, in the view which I take of the case, 
it is unnecessary to do so. I shall assume, for the purpose of my opinion, 
that these bonds were the property of the plaintiff. The first question 
which arises, and, to my mind, a cardinal one, is, Are these bonds 
negotiable instruments? The general rule of law is that where a person 
has obtained the property of another from one who is dealing with it 
without the authority of the true owner no title is acquired as against that 
owner, even though full value be given, and the property be taken in the 
belief that an unquestionable title thereto is being obtained, unless the 
person taking it can shew that the true owner has so acted as to mislead 
him into the belief that the person dealing with the property had 
authority todo so. If this can be shewn a good title is acquired by per- 
sonal estoppel against the true owner. There is an exception to the 
general rule, however, in the case of negotiable instruments. Any person 
in possession of these may convey a good title to them even when he is 
acting in fraud of the true owner, and although such owner has done 
nothing tending to mislead the person taking them. Having regard to 
the evidence given, to the nature of the bonds, and to the decision of this 
House in the case of Goodwin v. Robarts, I can entertain no doubt that 
these Cedula bonds are negotiable instruments within the purview of that 
decision. The question, then, which presents itself is, whether the 
appellants, who are in possession of negotiable instruments which were 
delivered to them, I will assume, in fraud of the plaintiff, the true 
owner, can make good their title to them? That they became holders for 
value is not disputed. Nor is it disputed that they took with full honesty of 
purpose. Itis upon the allegation that the bank had notice that Delmar held 
these bonds in the capacity of an agent that the respondent relies, and it is 
contended that it put the bank upon inquiry as to the title of the person 
with whom they dealt and as to the authority which he possessed, and that, 
having made no such inquiry, they obtained as against his principal no 
better title than he had. It was admitted that anyone buying from Delmar 
would have obtained an unimpeachable title, notwithstanding his know- 
ledge that Delmar was a broker, and that the bonds were the property of 
his principal. What ground is there for the position that, in regard 
to a pledge, the case is different, that one may safely take a negotiable 
instrument by way of sale from an agent without inquiry, but cannot so 
take it by way of pledge? It is surely of the very essence of a negotiable 
instrument that you may treat the person in possession of it as having 
authority to deal with it, be he agent or otherwise, unless you know to the 
contrary, and are not compelled, in order to secure a good title to yourself, 
to inquire into the nature of his title or the extent of his authority. [And, 
after referring to the circumstance that a special enactment (5 & 6 Vict. c. 
39) was required to enable a pledgee of documents of title to goods to take 
them with safety from an agent, from which his lordship conc!uded that 
it was supposed by the Legislature that no such enactment was necessary 
to give validity to a similar transaction in the case of negotiable instru- 
ments, and after considering the authorities (Foster v. Pearson, 1 Cr. M. & 
R. 849; Bank of Bengal v. Fagan, 7 Moo. P. C. 72; and Raphael v. Bank of 
England, 17 C. B. 161), and distinguishing the facts in Lord Sheffeld’s case, 
his lordship continued :—] But I desire to rest my judgment upon the 
broad and simple ground that I find, as a matter of fact, that the bank 
took the bonds in good faith and for value. It is easy enough to make an 
elaborate presentation after the event of the speculations with which the 
bank managers might have occupied themselves in reference to the capacity 
in which the broker, who offered the bonds as security for an advance, 
held them. I think, however, they were not bound to occupy their minds 
with any such speculations. I apprehend that, when a person whose 
honesty there is no reason to doubt offers negotiable securities to a 
banker or any other person, the only consideration likely to engage his 
attention is whether the security is sufficient to justify the advance 
required. And, in the absence of anything to arouse suspicion, I do not 
think the law lays upon him the obligation of making an,inquiry into the 
title of the person whom he finds in possession of them. I think the 
judgment appealed from ought to be reversed. 

Lords Watson, Macnacuren, and Freitp concurred.—Counse., Sir H. 
Davey, Q.C., Finlay, Q.C., and W. D. Rawlins; Rigby, Q.C., Warmington, 
Q.C., and Grosvenor Woods. So1icrrors, Clarke, Rawlins, § Co.; R. 8. 


Gregson, 





[Reported by C. H. Gearron, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 
“THE DUKE OF BUCCLEUCH”; SMITH AND OTHERS ». EASTERN 


STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.)—No. 1, 5th April. 

Peactice—ApminaLty—Svusstitutine Piamtirys—J vunispictrion—R. 8. C., 
2, 11. 

order of Jeune, J. The action was 
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Appeal by the defendants from an 
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brought in personam in the Admiralty Division by the owners of The Vandalia 
and the owner of her cargo against the owners of the steamship Duke of 
Buccleuch, to recover damages for collision. Eventually it was held by 
the House of Lords, affirming the decision of the Court of Appeal, that 
The Duke of Buccleuch was alone to blame for the collision. When the 
claims were carried in before the registrar and merchanfs for the assess- 
ment of damages, it appeared that the plaintiff named on the record as 
the owner of the cargo was only the consignee as agent for sale, the real 
owners being a firm in New York. Jeune, J., upon the application of the 
owners of the cargo, substituted them as plaintiffs instead of the plaintiff 
named on the record as owner of the cargo. The defendants appealed. 
Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lopgs, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. The question depended upon ord. 16, rr.2and 11. Rule 2 was 
applicable, but that rule was to be read with rule 11. The plaintiff named 
on the record as owner of the cargo was added by a misapprehension, and 
the above rules were precisely applicable to such a case. It was said that 
the plaintiffs could not be substituted or added after the decree settling 
the rights of the parties. The words of the rule were, however, ‘‘at any 
stage of the proceedings.’’ The rule applied until anything remained to 
be done in the cause. After that no parties could be added. The pro- 
ceedings here were not over. The damages remained to be assessed. 
There was, therefore, jurisdiction to make this order, and the order had 
been rightly made.—CotnseL, Barnes, Q.C., and F. Laing ; Finlay, Q.C., 
and Stubbs. Soxricrrors, Gellatly, Son, & Warton ; Thomas Cooper § Co. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.1 


In the Matter of THE HOUSING OF THE WORKING CLASSES ACT, 
1890, Ex parte STEVENSON AND OTHERS—No. 1, 4th April. 


Practice—AppraL—Hovsine or THE Workinc Crasses Act, 1890 (53 & 54 
Vict. c. 70), Scuzpute II., Cravsz 26—Improvement ScoemE—Compen- 
SATION FOR LANDS TAKEN—PARTY DISSATISFIED WITH AWARD OF ARBITRATOR 
—SUBMISSION OF QUESTION TO JURY—REFUSAL OF JUDGE AT CHAMBERS TO 
GIvE Leave—Ricut or APPEAL. 


The Corporation of Manchester, as the local authority, took compul- 
sorily, under the powers conferred upon them by Part I. of the Housing 
of the Working Classes Act, 1890, for an improvement scheme, certain 
land belonging tothe claimants. The arbitrator appointed under the Act 
awarded the claimants £3,841 as compensation. The claimant, being 
dissatisfied with the amount awarded, took out a summons at chambers 
for leave to submit the proper amcunt of compensation to a jury under 
clause 26 of Schedule II. of the Act. Wright, J., refused to give leave. 
Upon appeal the Divisional Court held that no appeal lay from this 
decision : 1892, 1 Q. B. 394. The claimant appealed. By clause 26 of 
Schedule II., ‘‘ where the party named in any certificate issued under the 
provisions hereinbefore contained of the amount of the compensation 
ascertained by any award under Part I. of this Act is dissatisfied 
with the amount in such certificate certified to be payable, and such 
amount exceeds £1,000 . . .- the party dissatisfied may, upon obtain- 
ing the leave of the High Court, which leave may be granted by such 
court or any judge thereof at chambers in a summary manner, and upon 
being satisfied that a failure of justice will take place if the leave is not 
granted, submit the question of the proper amount of compensation to a 
Pr + 
Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorss, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Lord Esner, M.R., said that clauses 26 and 27 in Schedule II. to the 
Act were headed ‘‘ Appeal,’’ and the party was called the appellant. 
Therefore the submission of the question to a jury was by way of appeal. 
The meaning of the section, notwithstanding its bad grammar, was 
clear, that the party dissatisfied with the award might apply to the court 
for leave to submit the question to a jury by way of appeal, and the 
court, if satisfied that a failure of justice would take place if the leave 
was not granted, might grant leave. Therefore the Act gave power to 
the court to give leave to appeal. He (the Master of the Rolls) was 
prepared to lay down this proposition, that whenever power was given to 
a legal authority to grant or refuse leave to appeal, the decision of that 
legal authority was by the nature of the thing final and conclusive, unless 
an appeal were given in express terms. Therefore, if the decision in the 
present case was the decision of the judge at chambers, that decision was 
final and no appeal lay to the Divisional Court; and if his decision was, 
as the Divisional Court thought, the decision of the High Court, then that 
decision was final and no appeal lay to the Court of Appeal. This view 
was supported by the decision in Lane y. Esdaile (40 W. R. 65; 1891, 
A. C. 210). 

Fry, L.J., concurred. Section 19 of the Judicature Act, 1873, gave an 
appeal from a judgment or order of the High Court. The Housing of the 
Working Classes Act, 1890, gave an appeal from the award of the arbi- 
trator toa jury. It imposed, however, a condition upon that appeal; the 
leave of the High Court must first be obtained. Assuming that the 
granting or refusing leave was an ‘‘order,’’ in his opinion it was not 
appealable. ‘This was so from the nature of the case and the object of the 
Legislature in imposing the fetter. That object was to prevent frivolous 
appeals. If an appeal lay from the refusal to give leave to appeal, a 
frivolous applicant might appeal to the House of Lords upon the question 
whether leave to appeal should be granted. The object of the Legislature 
would thus be frustrated. 

Lops, L.J., concurred. Whenever an appeal was given subject to the 
leave of the court or other legal authority obtained, the grant or 
refusal of such leave by the court or other legal authority was final and 
without keri copes Ambrose, Q.C., and Stevenson ; Moulton, Q.C., 
and Pankhurst. Sourcrrons, Stuart §¢ Tull, for T. EF. Jones, Manchester ; 


LAWRENCE & SONS v. WILLCOCKS—No. 1, 4th April. 


PracticE—SPEcIALLY-INDORSED Writ—Brmu or Excuance—Ciam ror 
Interest axp Notinc—R. 8. C., III.,6; XIV., 1—Brmus or Excuance 
Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 61), s. 57. 

The writ in the action was indorsed as follows :—‘‘ The plaintiffs claim 
£20 17s. 8d. principal, noting, and interest on the defendant’s dishonoured 
acceptance. Particulars :—To amount of bill of exchange dated the 18th 
of June, 1891, due this day, acce by the defendant in favour of 
Chudleigh Brothers, and by them indorsed to the plaintiffs for full value 
and consideration, £20 10s. To noting and interest todate, 7s. 8d. Total 
£20 lis. 8d. The plaintiffs also claim interest on £20 10s. of the above 
sum at £5 per cent. from the date hereof until payment.’’ The Divisional 
Court (Denman and A. L. Smith, JJ.) held that the writ was specially 
indorsed undef ord. 3, r. 6, and _— the plaintiffs leave to sign final judg- 
ment under ord. 14, r. 1. The defendant appealed. Wilks v. Wood (ante, 
p. 379), Cameron v. Smith (2 B. & A. 308), London and Universal Bank v. 
Clancarty (ante, p. 364), Elliott v. Roberts (ante, p. 92), and Blood v. Robinson 
(ante, p. 203) were referred to. 

Tue Court (Lord Esser, M.R., and Fry and Lopzs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. . 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the question was whether the claim for 
interest and for the expenses of noting was ‘‘a liquidated demand in 
money ”’ within ord. 3, r.6. This was an action ona dishonoured bill, and 
section 57 of the Bills of Exc Act, 1882, provided that where a bill 
was dishonoured, the measure of , which should be deemed to be 
liquidated damages, should be (a) the amount of the bill; (4) interest 
thereon from the maturity of the bill; and (c) the expenses of noting, or 
where necessary the mses of protest. That meant that, whether they 
were strictly liqui damages or not, they were to be deemed so. No 
doubt sub-section 3 said that the jury might withhold the interest either 
wholly or in part, if justice required it; but that did not alter what had 
been previously enacted. Therefore, as they were liquidated damages, the 
claim was for a liquidated demand in money within ord. 3, r. 6, and ord. 
14, r. 1, could be applied. It was said that that gave the master or judge 
at chambers power to assess the . If the master or j F 
however, thought the claim not a fair one, he would refuse to allow judg- 
ment to be signed, and there was no hardship in that. It was then said 
that ifa defendant did not appear, and the writ was indorsed with a claim 
for interest at the rate of, say, twenty-five per cent., the plaintiff might sign 
judgment upon default in appearance, not merely for the debt, but for t 
debt and this excessive rate of interest. That was so, but the defendani 
had the opportunity of appearing, and chose not to appear; and even 
supposing judgment were signed for an exorbitant amount, the court, 
upon the defendant making out a good excuse for not having appeared, 
could set aside the judgment and let him in to defend. There was no 
hardship in that. The ap must therefore be dismissed. 

Fry, L.J., concurred. question turned upon the meaning of section 
57 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. The plaintiff sought to recover the 
amount of the bill, interest and the expenses of noting. Section 
57 said that all those sums were to be deemed liquidated damages. There- 
fore they were to be deemed “‘a liquidated demand in money ’’ within ord. 
3, r. 6. The decision in Elliott v. Roberts was explained in Blood v. Robinson, 
and therefore there was no authority standing in the way of the present 
decision. 

Lopes, L.J., concurred.—CounseLt, H. Reed and Bonner; English 
Harrison. Souicrrors, W. F. Stokes ; E. J. Moeran. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re DUTY UPON BOOTHAM WARD STRAYS, YORK, COMMISSIONERS 
OF INLAND REVENUE r. SCOTT—No. 2, 26th March. 


Revenve—Corporation Duty—Incoms or PROPERTY HELD FOR THE BENEFIT 
or Freemen or a Crry—Exemwprions—Income APrLlrep “‘IN MANNER 
EXPRESSLY PRESCRIBED By Act oF Par.LiamMEnt ’’—‘* CHARITABLE PURPOSE ”” 
—Cvustoms AND Intanp Revenve Act, 1885, s. 11, sus-secrrons 2, 3. 


This was an appeal from a decision of a divisional court, reported 40 
W.R. 121. The question was whether certain property of different kinds 
was subject to the duty imposed by the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 
1885 (48 & 49 Vict. c. 51), or whether it was exempt as falling within 
the 2nd and 3rd sub-sections of section 11 of the Act; and, particularly, 
whether ‘‘ charitable *? in the 3rd sub-section bore the wide mean- 
ing given to such words in a technical sense in the courts, or whether they 
were to be construed in a narrower sense. The freemen of York had, prior 
to 1763, certain rights of common over waste lands. In that year an Act 
of Parliament, abolishing the common rights, was passed, by which allot- 
ments of those lands, in lieu of ts of common, were made to the mayor 
and commonalty in trust for the en of the several wards of the city. 
Certain allotments were made ‘in trust for the freemen of the said city 
from time to time inhabiting im ancient messages within Bootham 
Ward,’’ and ninety-one acres were so allotted as compensation for the 
freemen’s rights. By the Act eight acres more were allotted so that the 
‘* pasture-masters,”’ in whose hands the control of the allotments was, 
might out of the profits thereof maintain and repair in trust for the free- 
men so much of a certain highway as passed over the freemen’s allotments. 
The freemen also had, prior and up to 1632, certain common rights over 
an adjoining common, which was inclosed in 1632, when the lord of the 
manor agreed with the mayor and commonalty that ne would, in satisfaction 
of such rights of common in the inclosed land, make an estate in fee to 
the uso of the mayor of a fourth part of the soil, and accordingly a portion 
containing about sixty acres, since known as *‘ the Intack,’’ was so con- 





Austin § Austin, for WV. H. Talbot, Town Clerk, Manchester. 
{Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law. } 


veyed, Since 1632 the freemen inhabitants of Bootham Ward had enjoyed 
exclusive right of pasturage over that piece of land. Certain payments 
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were made for the exercise of the right of pasturage, and since 1850 there 
had been an excess of receipts over expenditure, which excess had been 
paid to such freemen and freemen’s widows as had not exercised their 
right of pasturage, and this excess had largely increased in consequence of 
an increase in the charges for pasturage, and also of the fact that a portion 
of the allotments and of ‘“‘the Intack’’ had been taken by a railway 
company, in lieu whereof the company gave nine acres and paid a yearly 
interest on the balance of purchase-money unpaid. The receipts of the 
‘* pasture-masters’’ were solely derived (1) from the ninety-one acres 
allotted in lieu of common rights; (2) from the nine acres taken in 
exchange from the company; (3) from ‘‘the Intack’’; and (4) from the 
balance of the unpaid purchase-money bearing interest. The Customs 
and Inland Revenue Act, 1885, s. 11, after reciting that certain property, 
by reason of the same belonging to or being vested in bodies cor- 
porate or unincorporate, escapes liability to probate, legacy, or succes- 
sion duty, and that it is expedient to impose a duty thereon by way 
of compensation to the Revenue, enacts that there shall be levied and 
paid to her Majesty, in respect of all real and personal property which 
shall have belonged to or been vested in any body corporate or unincor- 
porate during any year, a duty at the rate of 5 per cent. upon the annual 
value, income, or profit of such vn voy | The section ther exempts from 
such duty (2) ‘‘ property which, or the income or profits whereof, shall be 
legally appropriated and applied for the benefit of the public at large or 
of any county, shire, borough, or place, or the ratepayers or inhabitants 
thereof, or in any manner expressly prescribed by Act of Parliament”’ ; 
and (3) ‘‘ property which, or the income or profits whereof, shall be legally 
appropriated and applied for any purpose connected with any religious 
persuasion, or for any charitable purpose, or for the purpose of education, 
literature, science, or the fine arts.’’ The Divisional Court (Denman and 
Wills, JJ.) held that the following classes of property were exempt from 
duty as being within sub-section 2, on the ground that the profits were 
applied ‘‘in a manner expressly prescribed by Act of Parliament,’’ 
namely, (1) the ninety-one acres allotted in lieu of common rights, (2) the 
eight acres allotted for repair of the highway, and (3) the nine acres given 
by the railway company in exchange for allotments taken, and the interest 
on unpaid purchase-money so far as it represented allotments taken. They 
held, further, that (4) the exemption did not extend to “‘ the Intack’’ or to 
the interest on unpaid purchase-money so far as it represented part of ‘‘ the 
Intack’’ taken, inasmuch as those profits were not applied by virtue of an 
Act of Parliament, nor did they otherwise fall within sub-section 2, nor 
were they applied to a ‘‘ charitable purpose”’ within the meaning of sub- 
section 3. From that decision the issioners of Inland Revenue and 
the ‘‘ pasture-masters’’ both appealed, so far as it was inst them 
respectively, and judgment was given dismissing the appeal of the com- 
missioners on the 18th ult., their lordships reserving their opinion on the 
“ -masters’ ’’ appeal as to ‘‘ the Intack.”’ 
He Court (Lord Herscuert and Lixpiey and Kay, L.JJ.) now dis- 
missed the latter appeal, affirming the judgment of the Divisional Court. 
Lord Herscue.1, in a written judgment, having stated the facts 
and the provisions of section 11 of the Act, as above set forth, said 
there could be no doubt that the land called ‘‘the Intack,” over 
which the freemen inhabitants of the Bootham Ward enjoyed right 
of pasturage, was, by the enacting words of the 11th section, sub- 
jected to the duty. The only question was whether it. was within 
either of the exemptions. It was contended on behalf of the ‘“‘pas- 
ture-masters’’ that it was “‘ property which, or the income or profits 
whereof, was legally appropriated and applied for a charitable purpose.”’ 
In order to establish that the land in question was vested in the Mayor of 
York upon a charitable trust, reliance was placed upor the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in the case of The Christchurch Inclosure Act (38 Ch. D. 
520, 26 W. R. Dig. 30). His lordship thought that that case and the case 
of Goodman v. Mayor of Saltash (31 W. R. 293, 7 App. Cas. 633), which it 
followed, did establish the proposition that the land was vested upon a 
charitable trust. If, therefore, the words ‘‘charitable purpose ”’ in the 
exemption were to be construed as extending to all charitable trusts, using 
those words in the very wide sense attributed to them by the courts, it 
would follow that the exemption applied to the present case. But it was 
to be observed that if that extended meaning were given to the words 
“‘charitable purposes,”’ the whole of sub-section 2, except perhaps the 
exemption 0’ “‘ applied in the manner expressly prescribed by 
Act of Parliament,’’ would be wholly unnecessary ; further, the words in 
sub-section 3 which immediately preceded and followed ‘‘ for any charit- 
able purpose ’’ were also unnecessary upon that construction. Undoubt- 
edly property held by a body corporate or unincorporate “‘ for the promo- 
tion of education, literature, science, or the fine arts”? was, technically 
speaking, held upon a charitable trust. Naturally, the main reliance was 
laced upon Commissioners of Income Tax vy. Pemsel, before the House of 
s (1891, A. C. 531), and it was urged that the same construction should 
be put the words “‘ charitable purposes’ in the Act of 1885 as they 
were held to bear in the Income Tax Act. His lordship did not see any 
ground for departing from what he said in that case with regard to the 
little weight to be attached to the fact of specific exemptions being found 
side by side with general words that would cover them, as a reason for nar- 
rowing down the meaning of the general words; but, after all, each 
statute must be looked at by iteelf, and the nature of the specific exemp- 
tions among which the general words were found. In the present case the 
words which had to be construed were between specific exemptions, 
which, if the words were used in their widest sense, they would be suffi- 
cient to cover. His lordship was satisfied that they could not have been 
intended in the enactment under discussion to bear the wide technical 
meaning, and, if that were the correct conclusion, it followed that the 
ae, in question was not exetmpt. It was unnecessary, and would be 
ble, to attempt to define what were ‘charitable purposes ”’ 








within the meaning of the exemptions. It was sufficient to say that, 
giving the words the widest interpretation of which they were. capable 
short of the technical one, the present case was not within them. The 
judgment appealed from must therefore, in his opinion, be affirmed. 

Linptzy and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsge., Lockwood, Q.C., and 
H. Fellows ; Sir E. Clarke, 8.G., and Danckwerts. Soutcrrors, Smiles § Co., 
for R. § R. P. Dale, York ; Solicitors for Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by Arraur Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law. | 


GOOD & CO, v. ISAACS & SONS—No. 2, 2nd April. 


Surp—DEMURRAGE—-CHARTER-PARTY—DISCHARGE ‘* AT USUAL Fruit Berru 
AS FAST AS STEAMER CAN DELIVER, AS CusTOMARY’’—DELIVERY DELAYED 
BY Port REGULATIONS. 


This was an appeal from a judgment of Charles, J., by whom the action 
was tried without a jury. The action was for breach of a charter-party, 
and the principal point to be decided was whether the plaintiffs were 
entitled to four days’ demurrage at the rate of £26 a day. The charter- 
party, which was dated the 2nd of February, 1889, was entered into 
between the plaintiffs, who were owners of a steamship called The Artemis, 
and the defendants, who were fruit merchants, and provided that the vessel 
should proceed to certain ports in Spain, and there load a cargo of oranges, 
and should therewith proceed to Hamburg ‘‘to be discharged at usual 
fruit berth as fast as the steamer can deliver, as customary, and where 
ordered by the charterers.’’ The berths usually occupied by fruit ships at 
Hamburg are two berths opposite certain warehouses on the quay, the 
practice being to discharge fruit by means of cranes into these ware- 
houses. The warehouses and cranes are under the management of 
Government officials, who regulate the unloading of vessels, and without 
whose permission the cranes cannot be used, and it rests with the official 
having the management of the quay to determine where a vessel is to be 
moored. The Artemis arrived at Hamburg on the afternoon of the 6th of 
March, 1889, and was moored near the fruit warehouses, at a place proper 
for unloading, but without the authority of those having the manage- 
ment of the quay. At 6 o’clock the next morning the vessel was ordered 
to move from this place, and did so to a short distance, and again moved 
on the morning of the 8th of March to the place where she ultimately dis- 
charged. The discharge was commenced on the 11th, and was concluded 
on the 12th of March. In answer to the plaintiffs’ claim for demurrage, the 
defendants said that by reason of the usual fruit berth in Hamburg being 
fully occupied, and there being no other available space or accommodation 
for the ship on the days in question, she was not able to commence dis- 
charging her cargo until the 11th of March, when she discharged as fast 
as she could deliver her cargo. Charles, J., decided in favour of the 
plaintiffs. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Herscuert and Linpiey and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Lord HerscueE tt, after stating the facts, continued :—I take it to be clear 
that under the terms of the charter-party the obligation of the charterer 
to unload did not commence until the vessel was berthed in a usual fruit 
berth. If authority for this were needed, the judgment of this court in 
the case of the Tharsis Sulphur and Copper Co. v. Morel Brothers & Co. (40 
W. R. 58; 1891, 2 Q. B. 647) appears to me to supply it, and I do not 
think that a vessel can be properly said to be so berthed unless she 
occupies the berth by the direction or with the assent of the harbour 
authorities. If, though she has arrived there, she is not permitted to 
remain for the purpose of unloading, but is directed by the port authorities 
immediately to remove to another place, I do not think she can be said to 
have arrived at her place of discharge so as to impose upon the charterers 
the obligation forthwith to unload. I am, therefore, unable to agree with 
the learned judge who tried the action in thinking that this obligation 
arose on the evening of the 6th of March. In my opinion it commenced 
at the earliest on the morning of the 8th. Inasmuch, however, as the 
discharge was not commenced until the 11th and terminated on the 12th, 
the question still remains whether the plaintiffs have not made good a 
part of their demurrage claim. The evidence shews that the reason why 
the discharge of the vessel did not commence earlier was that the ware- 
houses were full, and that there was not room for the fruit which formed 
the cargo of The Artemis till the day when the discharge commenced. 
When it appeared on the arrival of The Artemis that some delay would 
ensue before the cargo could be discharged into the warehouses, the con- 
signee offered to take discharge in lighters, poimting out at the same time 
that such a mode of discharge from the vessel would occupy some days. 
The master refused to give discharge in that way. Under these circum- 
stances, are the defendants liable for demurrage? The plaintiffs assert 
that they are. The charterers, they say, were bound to take discharge of 
the cargo ‘‘as fast as the steamer could deliver, as customary’’; the 
customary mode of delivery was to discharge by means of cranes into the 
warehouses ; this took but two days, which they assert is“the measure of 
the time allowed for discharging the vessel, even if it be established that 
according to the custom of the port the use of these cranes could not be 
obtained earlier than it was. That, they allege, is wholly immaterial ; 
the ship must take the risk of it. Now the plaintiffs themselves, while 
claiming the benefit of the speedy mode of discharge by means of the 
cranes, because it was the customary one, maintain that they were 
entitled to disregard the restrictions which the custom of the port places 
upon the use of those applicances. I do not think that it is possible to 
sustain this contention. Supposing that at a particular port the 
customary mode of discharge were by certain appliances belonging to the 
harbour authorities, and that the use of these appliances were restricted to 
particular days or hours, could it possibly be argued that under a charter- 
party worded like the present one the time for delivery was to be 
measured by ascertaining in what time a vessel could be discharged if 
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those appliances were used every day and at all hours without regard to 
the port restrictions? I can see no real distinction between that case and 
the present, where the cranes could only be used according to the custom 
and regulations of the port, provided there was room in the warehouses to 
receive the goods as they were discharged. There can be no, doubt that 
under a charter- such as the present the charterers-or consignees 
would be bound to do all in their power to procure discharge of the cargo 
as quickly as possible. One may suspect that if more active steps had 
been taken by the consignees of the cargo the warehouses might have 
been earlier ready, and the quay authorities in a position to permit unload- 
ing, but I cannot say that any such case was proved. No authority was 
cited which, in my opinion, conflicts with the view I have indicated. On 
the contrary it receives, I think, support from the reasoning of the lords 
who took part in the judgment in the case of Postlethwaite v. Freeland 
(28 W. R. 833, L. R. 5 App. Cas. 599), and the very point appears to have 
been decided by the Court of Session in Scotland in the case of Wyllie v. 
Harrison (13 Ct. of Sess. Cas., 4th series, 92). The charter-party there 
provided that the cargo was to be discharged ‘‘ as fast as the steamer can 
deliver after having been berthed as customary.” It was the custom at 
the port of discharge that on notification by the consignees or charterers 
of the arrival of a vessel to one of the two railway companies whose lines 
ran along the quay, the company should provide trucks into which the 
cargo was to be discharged by means of steam cranes provided by the 
harbour authorities. It was a rule of the port that pig iron should not 
be laid down on the quay. On the arrival of the vessel due notice was 
given to the railway company by whose line the cargo was to be 
forwarded, but delay was occasioned through the failure of the railway 
company to supply trucks. The Lord President and three other judges of 
the Court of Session held that under the circumstances the consignees 
were not liable to demurrage. For the reasons I have given I think the 
judgment of the learned judge in the court below, as regards the question 
of demurrage, cannot be supported. 

LiypLey and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsget, Walton, Q.C., and 
Isaacs ; Barnes, Q.C., and Hollams. Souscrrors, C. J. Smith ¢ Gofton ; 
Botterell § Roche. 


[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BAIN v. ATTORNEY-GENERAL, R. H. USHER cited—No. 2, 
30th March. 


Costs—JURISDICTION—PETITION FOR DgcLARATION OF LeEGITImaAcy—CrTaA- 
TION OF THIRD Party—OpposiTIonN oF sucH PEsrson—‘‘ BEecomE A 
Party ’’—PetitT1oner’s Costs—Drvorce anpD Marrimoniat Causes Act, 
1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), s. 51—Lxerrmacy Dectaration Act, 1858 
(21 & 22 Vicr. c. 93), ss. 4, 5, 7, 8, 11. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the President of the Probate 
Division ordering that R. H. Usher, a party cited to see proceedings in 
the cause, should pay the petitioner’s taxed costs. The matter arose 
under the Legitimacy Declaration Act, 1858, and the question (which had 
been raised before, but not decided) was whether there was jurisdiction to 
make the order. The petition was brought by Mrs. Bain, the daughter of 
R. H. and M. Usher, born in the year 1866, to obtain a declaration that 
she was the legitimate daughter of R. H. Usher. R.H. Usher was cited 
in the proceedings, and obtained leave to become a party and op , and 
he pleaded a traverse of all the allegations in the petition. The President 
in the result decided in favour of the petitioner, and made a declaration 
accordingly, reserving the question of costs. On the question of costs 
being subsequently argued, he decided that the Attorney-General should 
neither pay nor receive costs, but that R. H. Usher should pay the 
petitioner’s costs. From that decision R. H. Usher appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Linvtey, L.J., said that the case was one of some importance and of 
some novelty. The question had indeed occurred in the case of Frederick 
v. Attorney-General (3 P. & D., at p. 276), but it was not decided there. 
Now the court was asked to decide it. It was under the Legitimacy 
Declaration Act, 1858. The petitioner had presented her petition under 
that Act to have her legitimacy declared, the petition had been served on 
the Attorney-General and on certain other persons directed ; the appel- 
lant, R. H. Usher, had been cited, and he had asked for permission to 
become a party to the proceedings. The petition had been heard, and an 
order of legitimacy made. The President had considered it proper to 
order the appellant to pay all the costs of the proceedings, and the ques- 
tion the court had to decide was whether he jurisdiction to make such 
order. For the appellant it was said there was no jurisdiction. To settle 
the question it was necessary to look rather closely at the Act. The im- 
portant sections were sections 4, 5,7, 8,and 11. Section 4 was important, 
which, shortly read, said this: All the provisions of the Act of the last 
session—that is, the Divorce and Matrimonial Causes Act (20 & 21 Vict. c. 
85)—so far as the same may be applicable, shall extend to applications 
and proceedings in the court under this Act as if the same been 
authorized by the said Act. Then section 11 said: ‘‘ The said Act of the 
last session and this Act shall be construed together as one Act.’’ That 
made the Act of 1858 one with the Divorce Act, section 51 of which, as to 
costs, was very important. It ran as follows: ‘‘ The court, on the hearing 
of any suit, proceeding, or petition under this Act - + may make 
such order as to costs as to such court . . . may seem just; provided 
always that there shall be no —_ on the subject of costs only.’’ Then 
section 5 of the Act of 1858 said that ‘‘in all proceedings under that Act 
the court should have full power to award costs fo any ms 


cited, whether such persons should or should not ‘oppose the declaration 
applied for, in case the court should deem it reasonable that such costs 
ould be paid.’ On that the ap 


t’s counsel based his 


section would not be required, and that, inasmuch as it was inserted, it 
implied that the court had not jurisdiction without it, and as it only gave 
the court power to award costs to any person cited, it followed, on the 
principle of expressio unius exclusio alterius, that there was no jurisdiction 
to order any such person to pay costs. Section 7 was as follows: ‘‘ Where 
any application is made under this Act to the court, such person 
ee re (if any) besides the . . Attorney-General as the court 
shall think fit, shall, subject to the rules made under this Act, be cited to 
see proceedings or otherwise summoned in such manner as the court shall 
direct, and may be permitted to become parties to the proceedings and to 
oppose the application.’’ The persons to be cited were ‘‘ such as 
the court should think fit’’; it was the court that was to ide who 
should be cited. Then section 8 ran thus: ‘‘ The decree of the said court 
shall not in any case prejudice any person uuless such person has been 
cited or made a party to the proceedings, or is the heir-at law or next of 
kin or other real or personal representative of, or derives title under or 
through a person so cited or made a party. . . .’’ It was only by 
inference that the court arrived at who was bound by the decree ; but the 
court could arrive at it by inference. It —— to his lordship that the 
court had jurisdiction over a person cited had power to oppose, and, 
as in the present case, did oppose, and had power to order him to pay 
costs, as well those incurred before as those subsequent to his citation. 
The appeal must, therefore, be dismissed. 

Bowen, L.J., said he was of the same opinion. The Legitimacy Decla- 
ration Act did not create any new court, it merely brought a new proceed- 
ing before a court already existing, and that already existing court was to 
have power over all parties to the new proceedings equally as it had before 
over parties to the old. But it was contended for the appellant that a 
person cited was not a party for that purpose. But an examination of the 
Act satisfied his lordship that, although the mere citation of a person did 
not make him a “‘ y,’’ yet citation and opposition on his part to the 
application did. Persons cited were, by section 5, divided into two classes 
—one, those who opposed, the other, who did not. Those who did 
op se became parties, and put other persons to the trouble and expense 
of litigation. The court was responsible for the citation, and that was the 
reason for giving the meaning which the court was giving to section 5— 
for awarding costs to persons cited who did not oppose. But those who 
did oppose from that moment became litigants. His lordship could under- 
stand the difficulty there might be if this were a new court created by the 
Act of 1858, for then, unless you could see from the statute creating it the 
power given to deal with costs, there would, his lordship could imagine, be 
a difficulty ; but, there being a court already existing, and that a court 
with a previous jurisdiction, it could deal with costs in the case of 

conahe before it under the new proceeding. He agreed that the 
appeal must be dismissed. 

Kay, L.J., said he was also of the same opinion and for the same 
reasons. The Act of 1858 supplied defects of the old plan of i 
testimony and enabled the court to give an authoritative declaration on 
questions previously otherwise dealt with. A person cited did not neces- 
sarily become a party, but might become a party and oppose. Under sec- 
tion 51 of the Act of 1857 the court had a general jurisdiction over a 
person and as to costs. The two Acts were to be read together, so that 
the court, for the purpose of dealing with a matter under the Act of 1858, 
had the fullest jurisdiction as to the matter brought before it. A person 
did not become a party merely by being cited or summoned, for the section 
(the 7th) went on to say that such persons ‘‘ may be permitted to become 
parties,’’ so that there must be some act of volition on his part in order to 
make himself actually a party. If he did become a party, then the court, 
as followed of necessity, could bind him as to costs as well as in other 
matters. Both section 7 and section 8 contemplated two positions—the 
person might be cited but not become a party; he might also, on the 
other hand, become a party and oppose. It was unanswerable that he 
would be subject to jurisdiction to give costs against him but for section 
5. But that section was not inconsistent with section 7. Under section 5 
a person did not become a party, but still the court might think it right 
to award that costs should be paid #e him. In his lordship’s opinion 
court had jurisdiction to ordef a person who was cited, and by hig opposi- 
tion put other persons to expense, to pay the costs if it thought it just 
and right in other respects to do so. The appeal must be dismissed.— 
Counse., Bargrave Deane and Simey ; Inderwick, Q.C., and Getey. Soxset- 
tors, Hickin ¢ Fox, for Simey ¢ Jliff, Sunderland; J. FE. ¢ H. Scott, for 
T. Tinley Dale, South Shields. 


[Reported by Anruvur Lawnence, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re CHAWNER'S WILL—Chitty, J., 3lst March. 
Serriey Lanp Act, 1882, s. 7, sup-sscrron (2); s. 8, suB-secTron (1)— 
Laass—BenericiaL Rent—Tenant ror Lire. + 

A lease of a house and lands was granted in February, 1889, for twenty- 
one years at a yearly rent of £180. In April, 1889, the lessor died, having 
by her will devised the house and lands to trustees upon trust for a person 
as tenant for life. The lease was afterwards t from the ori 
lessee for £1,000, and the purchaser of the lease expended £4, in 
improvements and the erection of bui on the house 
lands. He then applied to the tenant for 
Land Act, 1882, for a ten years’ extension 
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accede to the application, but the trustees of the will objected, on the 
ground that there was no consideration for the additional term. On behalf 
of the tenant for life it was argued that the past improvements were still 
unexhausted, and were a sufficient consideration within the meaning of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, which provides (section 7, sub-section (2) ) that 
‘every lease shall reserve the best rent that can reasénably be 
obtained, regard being had to any fine taken, and to any money laid out 
or to be laid out for the benefit of the settled land, and generally to the 
circumstances of the case.’’ The same Act also provides (section 8, sub- 
rection (1) ) that ‘‘ every building lease shall be made partly in considera- 
tion.of the lessee, or some person by whose direction the lease is granted, 
or some other person, having erected or agreeing to erect buildings new 
or additional, or having improved or repaired, or agreeing to improve or 
repair, buildings, or having executed, or agreeing to execute, on the land 
leased, an improvement authorized by this Act, for or in connection with 
building purposes.’’ The house was being offered by the lessee at a 
yearly rent of £290 with a premium of £1,800. 

Curry, J., said that the proposed transaction did not fall within the 
enabling powers of the Settled Land Act, 1882. Section 53 shewed that a 
tenant for life could not exercise the powers conferred on him by the Act 
for the benefit of strangers or friends or out of sympathetic feeling, but 
must act reasonably as a trustee would have to act. It had been argued 
by the tenant for life that the consideration mentioned in section 8 com- 
prised past voluntary expenditure. The trustees, however, said that 
** consideration’’ was a technical term well known in law, and what was 
meant was legal consideration. He thought that the trustees were right, 
and that he was bound to read the words as importing a consideration in 
law. That being so, he held the case did not fall within section 8 so far as 
it was nece-sary to have recourse tothat section. Section 7 did not justify 
a longer lease than twenty-one years, except in the case of building or 
mining leases. In reading section 7 the words “‘ any fine taken ’’ meant 
any fine taken in consideration of the lease to be granted. It was, 
however, argued that ‘‘any money laid out’’ was to be taken in its 
literal sense as comprising past voluntary expenditure. It was clear that 
the words “‘ to be laid out’’ impcrted some obligation to lay out money, 
not including past voluntary expenditure. It was obvious there was some 
lnnitation ; thus a tenant for life in granting a lease to a son of a tenant 
could not take into consideration the past expenditure by the father on 
the property. The money laid out must be money laid out in reference to 
the transaction of the lease, and the words referred to an obligation 
imposed on the tenant by the transaction itself. In this case it was pro- 
posed to make a gift of a term of ten years at an inadequate rent. Under 
the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883 (s. 43), the landlord, though bound 
to reserve the best rent, was specially exempted from taking into account 
against the tenant of the holding the improvements he had made or paid 
for. That was legislation of a special kind, and there was no legitimate 
reason for applying a similar privciple to the Settled Land Act, 1882, the 
property being. not agricultural land, but houses and other property upon 
the land —Covunser, EF. Beaumont; A. W. Rowden. Soxicrtors, Park, 
Nelson, Morgan, § Gemmell. 


[Reported by V. pe 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. 


Re DUVALL, DUVALL +. CRADDOCK—North, J., 26th March. 
Marrice—Evipence—PresvuMprrtion. 


This was a summons raising a question as to the presumption of a 
marriage between two persons who cohabited and were generally regarded 
as man and wife. The question arose in respect of a legacy of £5,000 
settled by tke will of one Benjamin Duvall, who died in 1885. ' The testa- 
tor settled sums of £5,000 on each of his children. One such sum was 
bequeathed on trust to pay the income to his son, F. B. Duvall, for his 
life, and after his death to the wife of the said F. B. Duvall, if he should 
so appoint, for her life, and then in trust for the children of the said F. B. 
Duvall as he should appoint, and in default of appointment amongst such 
children equally. {n case of failure of the above trusts the testator 
Girected the sum of £5,000 bequeathed to F. B. Duvall to be divided 
amongst his other children by way of accruer to the legacies bequeathed 
tothem. F. B. Duvall lived in New Zealand with a lady who passed as 
his wife, and by whom he had two children. He made a will in 1887 
appointing a life interest in the £5,000 to his wife, and after her death 
dividing the fund between his two children equally. He died in 1888. 
There being doubts as to the existence of a marriage this action was 
brought for the administration of the trusts of the legacy. The chief 
clerk found by his certificate that there was no marriage. The action was 
now brought on by a summons on the part of Mrs. Duvall to vary the chief 
clerk’s certificate by finding that she was the lawful wife of the late F. B. 
Duvall, and her children the lawful children of their marriage. 
were in evidence affidavits by a clergyman, a doctor, and other persons 
who had known the late F. B. Duvall and his reputed wife in New Zea- 
lind, to the effect that they had always lived together as man and wife 
aud were universally regarded as such, and that no doubt had ever been 
to#n Bpon the validity of the marriage. Mrs. Duvall herself made an 
affidavit, from which the following is an extract :—‘‘ On December 5, 1878, 
he proposed to take me for a drive to Onehunga, a village about six miles 
from Auckland, together with a Mrs. Blades, an elderly woman, who was 
comnected in some way with the Prince of Wales Hotel, at which he was 
living, and I consented, and accompanied him and the said Mrs. Blades to 
( nehungs as aforesaid in a cab, and during the journey he proposed that 
we should be married at Onehunga, and stated that he had made arrange- 
ments for the marriage to. take place there on that day. We alighted 
fr. the cab close to the railway station and the cab was sent away, and 
sbortly after the Auckland train arrived, and a gentleman, who from -his 
Gem and appearance { was satisfied was a clergyman, came out of the 


railway station and shook hands with and talked apart to the said F. B, 
Duvall, and I was then introduced to this gentleman, and it was explained 
that he was to marry us. I then had a conversation with the said F. B, 
Duvall, and after his entering into a promise to abstain from drink I con. 
sented to marry him, and about half an hour afterwards the said F. B, 
Duvall took me to a cottage in the vicinity, where luncheon had been 
prepared for us, and after luncheon the clergyman came into the house, 
and the said F. B. Duvall told him we were prepared for the ceremony, 
and the clergyman said he required two witnesses, and sent the woman 
out for two men who were working on the road close by, and when the 
men came inthe usual marriage service was gone through. The ring I 
had previously seen was put on my finger by the said F. B. Duvall, some 
blue papers were produced, and I distinctly remember the said F. B. 
Duvall signing a blue paper ruled with columns and bearing a strong 
resemblance in its appearance to a copy of the entry of death I have seen 
attached to an affidavit sworn in this matter. I never inquired the names 
of the two witnesses. I did ask the name of the clergyman, but have for- 
gotten it; but I recollect the said F. B. Duvall stating that he was ona 
visit to Auckland, and belonged to one of the southern provinces, and that 
he had known him in Lyttelton.’’ A number of letters from F. B. Duvall 
to his relatives in England, in which he constantly spoke of his wife and 
children, were put in evidence.. There were also in evidence certificates of 
the baptism of the two children and of the death and burial of F. B. 
Duvall. Some points of Mrs. Duvall’s evidence were not consistent with 
the evidence of the documents; for instance, in one of the baptismal cer- 
tificates the parents were said to have been married at Lyttelton. The 
following cases were referred'‘to inthe argument :—Hervey v. Hervey (2 
Wm. Blackstone, 877), Read v. Passer (1 Esp. 213), Leader v. Barry (Ib. 
353), Wilkinson v. Payne (4 T. BR. 468), Piers v. Piers (2 H. L. Cas. 330), 
and Aronegary v. Vaigalie (6 App. Cas. 364). 

Norn, J., stated the facts proved irrespective of the evidence of Mrs 
Duvall. He said that those facts shewed that by general reputation Mr. 
and Mrs. F. B. Duvall were regarded as man and wife, and that there 
was nothing inconsistent with that view, and that all the acts of Mr. 
Duvall were consistent with that, and not consistent with the contrary 
view. Without going into the earlier cases that had been cited as to the 
presumption of marriage from common reputation, he considered him- 
self bound by the more modern cases, and especially Piers v. Piers, 
decided by the House of Lords in 1849. The presumption was not one 
of law—that is to say, one which could not be rebutted—but, accord- 
ing to the authorities and upon the facts, there was a presumption of 
marriage in the absence of evidence to the contrary. 
whether the presumption had been displaced by evidence to the contrary. 
There was not a tittle of evidence to the contrary. The evidence of Mrs. 
Duvall was certainly open to suspicion; there were statements in some 
of the documents inconsistent with her account of what took place ; it 
was not such evidence as, if she had positively to prove an affirmative 
proposition, he could have accepted without support. But even if he 
came to the conclusion that her account of the marriage was false, or that 
no marriage had duly been solemnized at the time and place she alleged, 
that would not be sufficient to rebut the strong presumption of some 
valid marriage having been solemnized between the parties some time 
before the first child was born. He must, therefore, find in favour of the 
applicant, and vary the chief clerk’s certificate.—CounsEL, Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.C., and Chester Jones ; Everitt, Q.C., and Alexander, Q.C.; W. F. Webster. 
Soxricrrors, Lewis §& Sons. 

{Reported by G. B. M. Coors, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re CLIFF’S TRUSTS—North, J., 2nd April. 
Wirii—Foreien OrntginAL—TRransLaTION—PROBATE. 

This was a petition for payment of funds out of court. It was contended 
on behalf of certain parties interested that they would obtain a larger share 
of the funds if the original French will under which the trusts arose were 
before the court. It appeared that the French original had not been 
proved in this country at all; a copy of the French will had been produced 
before the probate authorities together with an English notarial transla- 
tion, and administration had been granted of the English translation. 
The cases of Lafitte v. Labat (1 P. Wms. 526) and Bernal v. Bernal (3 M. & 
C. 559) were referred to. 

Norn, J., said he was bound to look to the French document as well as 





There | 


the English. As none of the parties required the French document to be 
proved, he would dispense with that formality, and he was prepared to 
look at the original as if it had been part of the probate. Domicile must 
be proved, because, if it was French, French law would prevail. The 
learned judge was not prepared to construe a French legal document 
himself. The translation must therefore be prepared upon a different 
| footing, by an expert. Meantime the petition would stand over gener- 
ally.—Counset, Zerrell; Rogers; Ingpen. Souscrroi®&, Chas. Sawbridge § 
| Co.; Clayton, Sons, & Fargus ; Collings § Co. 
[Reported by G. B. M. Coons, Barrister-at-Law, ) 


Re MID KENT FRUIT CO.—North, J., 2nd April. 
| CompaNny—Winpinc-ur—Commitrez or Creprrors—CoMMITTEE CAN ONLY 
BE REPRESENTED AS INDIVIDUALS. 

On the hearing of this winding-up petition, Brice, Q.C., said he appeared 
for a committee of creditors of the company. 

Nortn, J., said that the learned counsel could only appear as represent- 
ing the individual creditors composing the committee, and not as counsel 
for the committee as such.—CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and Swinfen 
Kady; 8. Hall, Q.0., and Jenkins; Brice, Q.C., and Micklem ; Ingpen- 
Sorscrrons, Bower, Cotton, & Bower; Saunders, Hawkaford, § Bennett ; Sykes 
4 Batten ; Rodgers §& Clarkson, 

[Reported by G. B. M, Coons, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





The question was, , 
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THE LORD CHANCELLOR ON THE LAW AND 
LAWYERS. 


Tur annual dinner of the Birmingham Law Students’ Society Was held ‘on 
Saturday evening at the Great Western Hotel. The President (the Lord 
Chancellor) was in the chair, and Mr. F. W. Lowe was vice-chairman. 
Lord Hatssury having given ‘‘ The Queen and Royal Family,’’ delivered 
his address to the students. He believed that at least as high a standard 
of what is right and honourable and best befitting a man of honour was 
common among lawyers as prevailed in any other profession whatever. Of 
course he had read lately some very interesting communications from 
“Cato’’ and persons of that character. They would understand what he 
meant when he said, ‘‘I know that *Cato’: he comes from Sheffield.’’ 
Besides the professors and practitioners of the law, the law itself was the 
subject of great animadversion. Persons who knew very little of it indeed 
were never tired of saying that it was costly, complicated, tedious, and very 
uncertain. ‘Well, he was not prepared to deny that in some respects all 
these epithets might be deserved. But let them come to close quarters on 
these questions. The law was complex, but so, too, were human society 
and all the conditions and relations of human life and work and inter- 
course. Besides, he was not certain that the influence of lawyers had 
much to do with the making of the laws. A certain brilliant French 
writer, giving an account of a Bill brought into the House of Commons, 
explained that there were four gentlemen’s names on the back of the Bill, 
and when the second reading was moved they were asked some questions 
about it, and, said M. de Tocqueville, “‘ It will hardly be believed in this 
country [his own] that not one of these gentlemen knew what was in it.’’ 
Undoubtedly the fact was that Bills of second or third rate import- 
ance—and they were always called that if they were legal Bills—never had 
a chance of being passed if they were discussed at all, and the result 
was that Bills came up to the second chamber in such a condition some- 
times that it was very difficult indeed to turn them ever into sense, some- 
times into grammar. They had, in fact, got into a fashion of drafting 
Acts of Parliament so that an Act did not in the least disclose what was 
in it, but provided that something or another should mean something 
elise, that this should be deemed to be that, and that after you have done 
all, this shall be read with such and such a section of such a former Act 
of Parliament and both shall be read as one Act. When the complaint 
was made that the law was complex, and lawyers themselves were supposed 
to be responsible, he could not forbear from saying that the great body 
of the laity who were represented in Parliament had only themselves to 
thank. As to the cost of law, he supposed nobody liked to do anything for 
nothing if they could help it, and if people would employ the services of 
otherp eople he did not know why they should not pay for it. It was 
very remarkable that everybody else was supposed to be paid for his 
labour but the lawyer, and that it was wicked and cruel and abominable 
of him to expect to be paid. He once was visiting at a country 
house, when a kindly, sensible old lady spoke to him about the cruelty 
and the wickedness of her lawyer’s bill—a topic not absolutely un- 
familiar to him, and the one thing in particular that she could not 
get over. The boundary was in dispute, and the lawyer went over 
the estate with her, and the old lady said with much indignation, ‘I 
shewed him all this, and then I find in his bill he has charged me for it.’’ 
What made the cost of the law? Everybody seemed to think that every- 
thing was done for nothing. That was not his experience. A litigant 
had to prove his case, and to do that he had got to bring his witnesses. 
Did clients imagine that witnesses all came for nothing? If so, they had 
never seen witnesses besieging a lawyer’s office as he had seen them. He 
could not help saying that they had but lately got rid of a very useful 
thing to diminish costs and prevent the necessity of sworn testimony, 
that which it was now such a horror to mention, the system of special 
pleading. He had often heard it said, ‘‘A long record makes a short 
cause,’’ which meant that the matter in dispute would be reduced so that 
everybody would know what was going to be tried, and many of the 
witnesses now required would have become unnecessary. He had seen of 
recent years a mass of evidence got together which nobody knew a word 
about. As for the ethics of advocacy, there were questions of fact and 
questions of law to be tried, and questions of fact struck different minds 
differently. Therefore, it was invaluable to have trained advocates, who 
were not necessarily parties to injustice because they might be on 
the side which ultimately turned out not to be the right side. Speak- 
ing from his experience as a judge, he believed that the assistance 
given to the cause of justice by advocates was invaluable. If people 
instead of writing under the signatures to which he had referred 
had ever acted as a judge and had tried to do his vay $ conscientiously, he 
would feel that but for the assistance given to him by those who repre- 
sented both parties, he would have to spend an enormous amount of time 
in considering the case in all its aspects, most of which labour was now 
spared to the judge through the efforts of the bar to contribute to the 
administration of justice. He did not acquiesce in the view that it was 
necessary for an advocate to pledge his own belief or authority in favour of 
any particular view of,which he was the representative—he ought to forget 
his own personality altogether. This was what lawyers could not drive 
into the heads of the people who talked flabby nonsense about making the 
worse appear the better reason. The question in courts of justice was not 
the abstract truth which the philosopher might obtain by analysis or the 
chemist in his laboratory, but what was proved according to law. Let 
sople clear their minds of this cant which made advocacy wrong. 
he English courts had to administer the law, and not cadi justice. 
Without applying to the law either the hens often quoted from 
Hooker’s ‘ Ecclesiastical Polity’’—terms which Hooker really meant 


bs _ in fact for law in the abstract, the harmony of the spheres, and so 





on—or the condemnation of it in Hallam’s “‘ Modern ”” he would 
say that our legislators would do well to check themselves in their anxiety 
to improve every part of the law, would occasionally let things alone until 
they understood what they were dealing with, and allow mercantile law to 
grow up as it had grown up amongst us—sometimes, he believed, in defi- 
ance of Westminster law—and not always be trying back upon the past. 
As for the abolition of special pleading, he would simply say that we had 
now got a system which was not calculated to en accuracy. The 
law was said to be uncertain. He did not deny that. Men’s minds were 
different, and each man determined, according to his own judgment, what 
was the right and truth. But, again, who was responsible for all that? 
The moment an Act of Parliament was every man whose interest 
was the other way began applying his d to see how he could evade it, 
and men’s minds were very i ious indeed. In a certain case the 
question was whether a man had complied with the directions of a testator, 
which were that each of the three legatees were to put £100 into bis 
coffin. Two of them, plain, straightforward le, put their hun- 
dred pounds in like men. The third, who, he thought, came ftom 
the other side of the Atlantic, said, “Well, I did it, too. I 
ut in a cheque for £300, payable to order, and I took out the change.” 
-eople, in fact, were constantly drafting puzzles and conundrums of the 
most difficult character, and then, because these problems were not at once 
solved the law was blamed because the law was so uncertain in its appli- 
cation. But the law, people said, was tedious. Here was an illustration 
of a case which certainly had gone on a very long time. A man died 
possessed of £6,000 worth of property, and instead of giving it in his 
lifetime, so that somebody might have got some profit out of it, he left an 
elaborate will under which the property was to be divided amongst all his 
relatives. He (the president) believed they would have got 3s. 6d. each. 
But before any one of them could get his 3s. 6d. all the claimants had to 
be found. Some had gone to South Africa, some to America, and some to 
Australia and other distant parts of the world. Then the Court of Chan- 
cery was blamed, and the law was accused of tediousness and complexity 
and wastefulness. Of course, there was a simple common-sense solution 
of the problem, but the Legislature would not let the courts do what they 
liked, and the Court of Chancery -could -only do what the law permitted. 
He believed that the surest tribunal to arrive at the best decision on a 
question of fact wasa jury. ‘‘ Cato’? and his brethren were sufficiently 
numerous in pointing to wrong verdicts. of juries, judges had 
often done exactly the same thing, but he believed that 
the most satisfactory mode of arriving at a decirion on a question 
of fact was to submit the question to twelve average intelligent men. He 
did not say there was much in the number twelve, but there was a good 
deal in an even number, and one of the most valuable things about the 
system was that the jury had nothing to do with the law, aud the judge 
had nothing to do with the fact. For thirty or forty years a famous jury 
had been supposed to have found an extraordi verdict at Launceston 
in a poisoning case. This jury had long been a byeword, and much 
amusement used to be caused by the recital of verses in the Cornish 
dialect, giving absurd arguments which the jury were supposed to have 
used in deciding that the accused was innocent. But a short time ago he 
read the shorthand notes of that trial, and he came to the conclusion that 
this much abused jury did quite right. And judges who had tried cases 
and had differed from juries at the time im many cases 
come to the conclusion that the iy Be right. Another very good 
thing about the verdict of a jury was that it was very difficult to upset it. 
In conclusion the president eulogized the ession of a lawyer as one in 
which men might live a useful life in this world, doing good to their 
neighbours and to the whole community. 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


March 28.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That in the interests of the 
working classes every workman should become a member of a trades 
union.”?” Mr. Hughes opened the discussion, and was opposed by Mr. 
Sinclair Cox, the other speakers being Messrs. Green, Minchin Voules, 
Goodfellow, Hudson, Bryant, Common, L. W. Browne, and Hawkins, 
The voting upon the question being equal, the chairman gave his casting 
vote for the motion. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of this society held at the Law Institution on the 29th of 
March, Mr. F. K. Munton delivered an in dress on “* Our 


ession, and referred to his recent communications to the -7imes, and 
the par ns mag discussion in ye side tack berg tag er eyo 
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stantial defence. With reference to discovery of documents, Mr. Munton 
complained of the time taken up in connection with the preliminary 
summons and preparation of the affidavit of documents, and he thought 
that the costs of discovery should be paid down by the applicant in the 
first instance. With reference to interrogatories, he complained of the 
delay and expense thereof, and discussed various shorter processes. He 
protested earnestly against the system of divisional courts, and advocated 
the abolition thereof, and pointed out that thereby the services of at least 
one additional judge would be available for the trial of actions. He 
remarked that in the Chancery Division one judge alone dealt with the 
interlocutory proceedings now dealt with by the Divisional Court consist- 
ing of two j , and complained of this waste of judicial power. With 
pS to the question of costs, Mr. Munton referred to the increase of 
the court fees and the reduction in solicitors’ charges. He pointed out 
that fees to leading counsel had been doubled during the last twenty-five 
years, and that such fees could not be recovered from the opponent, 
whereby in many cases even successful litigants are out of pocket in the 
result. He lained that under the French system litigants pay 
advocates out of their own pockets, not a penny being recoverable from 
their opponents, and he discussed the advantages and disadvantages of the 
‘different systems. With reference to appeals, Mr. Munton objected to the 
wholesale permission to question decisions, particularly in connection with 
interlocutory proceedings. As to the decrease of commercial litigation, he 
a the separation of such cases from the other lists, and 
t preference should be given to the commercial list whenever the 
number of courts was temporarily lessened. Mr. Munton touched upon a 
number of other topics connected with the legal system, his address 
occupying considerably over an hour, and meeting with frequent signs of 
approbation. 

At the conclusion a very cordial vote of thanks was accorded to Mr. 
Manton, and a discussion subsequently ensued, in which Messrs. Crawford, 
Woodhouse, Payne (visitor), Archer White, and Worthington Evans took 
part. There was a large attendance of members and visitors. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Witut1am Barser, Q.C., late County Court Judge, died on the 30th 
ult. He was the eldest son of Mr. Joseph Barber, of Brighouse, Yorkshire, 
and was born in 1833. He was educated at Worcester College, Oxford, 
and was called to the bar in 1862. He took silk in 1882, and was elected 
a bencher of his inn in 1885. He was Professor of the Law of Real and 
Personal Property to the Council of Legal Education from 1881 to 1886, 
and was appointed County Court Judge of Circuit 19 in September, 1889. 
Unfortunately his health had then begun to fail, and never allowed him to 
realize the expectations which were entertained on his appointment. Mr. 
Barber was a sound and able lawyer of great experience, and enjoyed an 
excellent practice both as a junior and Queen’s Counsel. He contested 
the borough of Halifax in 1880. 


Mr. Bensamix Marstanp, the senior surviving member of the firm of 
Keene, Marsland, & Bryden, of No. 15, Seething-lane, London, E.C., 
died very suddenly on the 26th ult. at his residence, No. 228, Walworth- 
road, S.E., in his seventy-fourth year, from syncope, following weakness 
engendered by influenza. He was admitted in Trinity Term, 1865. He 
was well known and highly respected in the City, as well as in the South of 
London, and took an active interest in works of a charitable and parochial 
nature. He was for over forty years connected with the Surrey Dis- 
pensary, and took a rere! ye in the management thereof. He was a 
guardian of the parish of Hallows Barking, in the City of London, 
an original member of the City Liberal Club, and a governor and guardian, 
and trustee of the charity estates of the parish of Saint Mary, Newington, 
Surrey. He was for several years one of the churchwardens of that 
aes the rectorship of the present Archbishop of York. He was 

ied in Norwood Cemetery on the 31st ult. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Bex. F. Meavows, solicitor, has been appointed Téwn Clerk of the 
County Borough of Hastings, in succession to his father, Mr. George 
Meadows, who has resigned after holding the office for twenty-five years. 
Mr. Ben. F. Meadows was admitted a solicitor in 1878, since which time he 
has acted as deputy town clerk. 

The Right Hon. Lord Suanp has been elected a Member and Honorary 
Bencher of Gray’s-inn. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Disso.vtions. 

Eunset Waris and Bensamin Avery the younger, solicitors, 13 and 14, 

King-street, Cheapside, London. March 1. [ Gazette, March 25. 
Jous Patrick Mearns and Wii11aM Bovtz, solicitors, Liverpool and St. 
. March 24. The said John Patrick Mearns will henceforth carry 
on the business at St. Helen’s in his own name, and the said William 
Boyle will henceforth carry on the business at Liverpool in his own name. 
Earn Wrineim Lupwic Usaicu Perens and Esenezen Hensert Morus, 
> sarge (Peters & Morris), Pinner’s Hall, Old Broad-street, London. 


Ricuarp Suevtox, Axruve Foresten Watken, and Tuomas Rostnson, 
solicitors (Shelton, Walker, & Robinson), Wolverhampton, and 3, New- 











court, Lincoln’s-inn, London, W.C. March 26.. So far as concerns the 
said Thomas Robinson, the practice will henceforth be carried on by the 
said Richard Shelton and Arthur Forester Walker. 

[ Gazette, March 29, 


Wriuum Tew Hortanp and Cuarites Witiism Cais, solicitors, 
Blackburn, Chorley, and elsewhere. November 25, 1891. 
[ Gazette, April 1, 
Tuomas Haywarp Bupp and Gzorce Bropre have disposed of the 
business heretofore carried on by them as solicitors, at 33, Bedford-row, 
London, to the said George Brodie and Edwin Hart, and the said George 
Brodie and Edwin Hart alone will in future carry on such business under 
the style or firm of Budd, Brodie, & Hart. March 25. 
[ Gazette, April 5, 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


Five Hunprrp Pounps Rewarp.—Viro Tern, deceased.— Wanted, 
Last Will and Testament of the aboveenamed deceased, who carried on 
business as a general merchant at 3, Crown-court, Old Broad-street, 
London, E.C., and died there on the 29th of August, 1863. There is 
reason to believe that the deceased made a will before the 8th of April, 
1861, and another between that date and his death. The relatives of the 
deceased offer the above reward to any one giving us such information as 
shall lead to the recovery prior to the 3lst day of December, 1892, of 
either of such wills.—Dated this 6th day of April, 1892.—Warson & 
Warson, Solicitors, 101, Leadenhall-street, E.C. 





GENERAL. 


At Tokenhouse-yard, says the Daily Telegraph, they are in the habit of 
selling all manner of strange things, but perhaps one of the queerest 
** lots ’’ that has ever been offered for sale was that which failed to find a 

urchaser on the 5th inst. This was nothing less than a navigable river. 

e Ouse, from St. Ives to Bedford, with all rights of levying tolls upon 
it, was the highly desirable property which lay at the mercy of the highest 
bidder. It was explained by the auctioneer that the aforesaid rights were 
of venerable antiquity, and confirmed by ancient Acts of Parliament. The 
only drawback to ee enjoyment was a sort of yearly quit rent of £5 
payable to the Duke of Bedford. Yet, in spite of these undeniable attrac- 
tions, a sum of only £5,200 was offered, and so the river had ultimately to 
undergo the singular humiliation of being ‘‘ bought in.’’ Probably no 
river has ever met such a fate before. 

The Daily News says: Is the classic phrase ‘‘ Would you be surprised to 
hear?’’ which, thanks to Lord (then Sir John) Coleridge, became so 
familiar to the jurors in the Tichborne ejectment suit, to be for ever 
banished from the armoury of the professional cross-examiner? It would 
seem so, for it can hardly survive the severe condemnation of Mr. Justice 
Denman. Counsel in a case at the Birmingham Assizes having ventured 
to put a question to a witness in this now historical form, Mr. Justice 
Denman sternly observed, ‘‘ Don’t say ‘ Would you be surprised to hear?’ 
You may have some facts on which you are prepared to cross-examine, 
but I don’t think it makes it at all better to say ‘ Would you be surprised 
to hear?’ It does not matter to the case (added his lordship) whether or 
not he is surprised to hear anything, and I never allow that form of 
question.”’ 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoisrrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 


Date AppeaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Rolt Mr. Pemberten Mr. Pugh 
Farmer Ward Beal 
Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Farmer Ward Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Strievina. Kexewicu. Romer. 
Monday, April ............... 11 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Clowes Mr. Lavie 
_ ay 12 Leach Jackson Carrington 
ITE ‘cencnsevanesoexscien 13 Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
NUT ocsaresisececcvrssessned 14 Leach Jackson Carrington 


The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 15th day of April, and terminate on 
Tuesday, the 19th day of April, 1892, both days inclusive. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
MARRIAGE. 


GorrLies—Broapuurst.—March 23, at St. Peter’s, Bayswater, George Spencer Harris 
Gottlieb, barrister-at-law, to Amy, eldest daughter of Richard Broadhurst, of 45, 
Clanricarde-gardens. 


pri 
DEATHS. 


AvvLex.-—March 26, at 42, Connaught-square, Thomas Allen, barrister-at-law, aged 7). 

MaAnsianp.—March 26, Benjamin Mardand of 228, Walworth-road, 8.E., and 15, Seeth- 
ing-lane, E.C., solicitor, 73. ‘ E 

Saitn.—March 23, at 6, Gol id-road, Brighton, William Frederic Smith, barrister-at- 
law, aged 63. 


Waksino TO inteNDING House Porcuasens & Lessxes.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the fay J arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sani Engineering & Ventilation Co., 66, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westrlaster (Eatab- 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c!—[ADvt.] 
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NOTICES. 


WINDING UP 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LiwiTep 1n CHANCERY. 


"Ieata Perro.evm Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented ad 10, directed to be 


heard before Stirling, J., on a ep April 9. Tarn, Phil lane, solor for petner. 
— of Pen must reach the a 


noon of April 8 


Tor Tea Foreten anp Corontan SyxpicaTe, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented 
March 24, to be heard on Saturday, April 9. Rehder, Minci me = solor for 
petners. Notice oh pe appearing must reach the abovenamed not later 6 o’clock in 


the evening of April 8 

James Prxe, Brotuer, & Co, Linrreo—Petn for a 
to be heard on April 9. Poole & Robinson, Union ct, 
Notice of ans must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in 
noon of Api 

Lyraam Lanp ae Buitpixe Co, Liutep—Creditors are required, on or before May 14, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Weston & Co, Manchester, solors for the liquidators 

Moxa Horet, Limirep—By an order made by North, J., dated March 11, it was ordered 
that the voluntary winding up of the above be continued. Johnson & Do , Queen 
st, Cheapside, solors for the petner 

Peruvian Guano Co, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Fitch 
Kemp, 73, Lombard st 


up, presented March 30, directed 
ld Broad st, solors for petners. 
the after- 


RalLway Time Tasies Pusrisutxe Co, Lutrrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 
26, directed to be heard before Kekewich, J., on April 9. Slaughter & May, Great Win- 
chester st, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach qhovenniand not later 


than 6 o' clock in the afternoon of April 8 
SrertLine, Limrrgp—Petn for winding up, presented March 24, directed to be heard on 
April 9. Rawlings, Walbrook, solor for + pone creditors. Notice of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 8 
UN LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
required, on or before April = to send their names and 


Se.py Gas Co—Creditors are 
ad » Brayton, 


dresses, and the particulars ar their debts or claims, to William 8 
near Selby, York, Land Surveyor. Haigh & Co, Selby, solors for liquidators ” 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES nang re 
Frienpty Society OF Oop Frettows, General Campbell Inn, B: ley, Lancaster. March 28 
Lapy Huntixapon’s Provipent Institution, St Jude’s Schools. Hi st, Birmingham. 
Marc 


h 28 
New Great Grorce Sick anp Burtat Society, 38, Great George st, Livi 1. March 28 
otel, St Just, Cornwall. 


Sr nee TRADESMEN’s Benerir Cive Society, Wellington 
Mare! 

Wivow anp OrpHans’ Funp or Court SAverRNAKE Forest, A.O.F. Society, Royal Oak 
Inn, Marlborough, Wilts. March 29 

London Gazette.—Turspay, April 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lim1TED In CHANCERY. 

Hittroor Foreixe Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter 
Sissons, 6, Figtree lane, Sheffield. Neal, Sheffield, solor for liquidator 

Loxpoy Acency, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before oa So 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the surtiodians @ of their debts or claims, to George 
i House, Copthall avenue. Blachford & Co, Abchurch lane, solors for liqui- 
ators 

Lospon axp ConTINENTAL Coat AND Surprine Co, Ler age | an —, made by Stir- 
ling, J., dated March 26, it was ordered that the volun’ up of the company 
be continued. Hextall, "King st, Cheapside, agent for Jones & Co, Cardiff, solors for 
petner 

PuospHaTE Mines or Spain, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 10, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 

rff, 148}, Fenchurch st 

Srencr’ s Merat Manvracturine Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before ay 

7, to send their names and ad , and the oasictens oft their debts or claims, to 
Henry Pitman Church, 66, Coleman st 
UNuiMITED In CHANCERY. 

Setzpy Gas Co—Creditors are ee on or before a * to send their names and 
addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to William Staniland, Brayton, 
near Selby, York, Land Surveyor. Haigh & Co, Selby, solors for liquidators 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Frirxp.y Society, King William Inn, Sedgeford, Norfolk. April 2 

Leek Cuurcn Fraate Sick axp BrRiaL Society, National Schoolroom, Clerks Bank, 
Leek, Stafford. April 1 

Saycruary Wuitexyicut’s Prive, Branch of the Ancient Order of Shepherds Friendly 
Society, Three Tuns Inn, Earley, Berks. April 1 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Turspay, March 15. 


Bexyett, Witt1am Davey, Commercial rd East, Biscuit Baker. April 11. Hill v 


ett, Chitty, J. Hannay, Coleman st 
Davies, Cuarues, A rae, Gent. April 12. Bird v Pratt, Stirling, J. Upjohn, 
ival’s inn, Holbo: 


Greenway, Mary Any, Brighton, Publican. 
Parsons, Nottingha: 
H — Bradford, Engineer. 


April 5. Trevitt v Henshaw, North, J. 
April 15. Kerr v Hanson, North, J. Kerr, 


London Gazette-—Fripay, March 18. 
Dexwis, Joun, Parkside, Knightsbridge, Tailor, April 19. Cutting v Dennis, Kekewich, 
x . a age he inn, woe 
OSTERLITZ, SiaBeRT, Great Winchester st, Financial L Agent. April 20. Fri Ki 
litz, Kekewich, J. Taylor, Furnival’s i inn, Holborn . sch i 
London Gazette.—Turspay, March 22. 
Butovan, Joux, Accrington, RR ee April 22. Bullough v Whiteley, Registrar, 
ester. Manchester 
Warerwortn, ALFRED, burn, Gent. April 16. Howarth v Waterworth, Registrar 
Manchester. Allen, Manchester i g 
fies w De Fe care, Fupay, » March 25. 
ERLY mete xBy, Sou ampstead. April 25. Standen v Le 
i y,J. Powell. Essex Strand” - . saat 
Dic nese. Jonarnay, Eastbourne, Surgeon. April 20. Pack v Dickinson, Kekewich, J. 


Cannon st 
April 20. Levett v Maskell, North, J. Parker, 





venamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 


London Gazetle.—Turspay, March 29, 


ril 18. ‘nes © Week, Resilld, 


Woop, Joserpn Txomas, Rochdale, Lronmonger. A 

Liverpool. C ‘artwright, Lvened - 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Gram. 

London Gazette.—Turspay, March 22. 

Asiycer, Baron, Rt Hon Wittiam Frevericx, Cornwall ~ Hy April 20 Robins & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Apaws, James Scovett, Adam’s ct, Old Broad st April 30 Jones & Alston, New ct, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Aytuoxy, Exvizapetu Grove, Pembridge‘villas, Bayswater May 10 Buttanshaw, Budge 
row 

Avis, Jouy, Moseley, Wores, Gent May 30 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 

Bastow, Tuomas, Grantham, Hosier April 30 Heath & Co, Grantham 

Bennett, oe = George st, Westminster, Consulting Engineer Aprilis FW &C 
V Bennett, 315. rd 


Bisuop, Josepn, ‘Manchester, Chair Manufacturer April 30 Rigby, Manchester 


Brapsury, Saran Any, Greenfield, Yorks April 16 Darnton & Bottomley, Ashton 
under Lyne 
Brieuam, Wii.14m, Market Weighton, Yorks, Farmer May 2 Robson, Pocklington 


Brornertos, Axx, Alne, Yorks April 20 Leeman & Co, York 
Brown, Artour Partriper, Markham sq, King’s rd, Chelsea May 1 Coe, Hart st, 


Bloomsbury Me : 

Brown, James, h Hagnaby, Lincs, Farmer April4 Rhodes & Carnley, Alford 
Buter, Georar, Dudley hill, nr Bradford, Maltster April7 Newell, Bradford 

Cuirp, Stepeney, Brighton, Builder May 3 Maydwell, Brighton 

Crarke, Wii.1aM, Attercliffe, Sheffield, retired Ironfounder April 30 Taylor, Sheffield 


Cooxr, Georce Fravycis, Lincoln’s inn fields, Solicitor April 25 Walker, Lincoln’s inn 
field 


Cooper, Ever Axyye, Emsworth, Hants April 20 Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 

Corrox, Curistixa Aveusta, Chester sq May 28 Lawrence & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Crook, James, Bolton, Butcher Apri18 Balshaw & Hodgkinson, Bolton 

Davisoy, Georce, Greenhouse, Rotherfield, Sussex, Farmer Apr 30 Sprott & Son, May- 


field 
Dickson, Wiiu1am, Liverpool, Tailor Apr30 McKenna, Liverpool 


Dow tr, Saran Davirs, Dover Apr 20 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
Exrerncuam, Frances, Birkdale, Lancs May1 Buck & Co, Southport 


Fenyeu, comme Peter, Gainsford st, Horsleydown, Southwark, Builder Apr 22 Pur- 
rier & Son, Circus pl, Finsbury cir 
Froop, Lavinia Catuartne, Westmoreland st, Pimlico Apr 30 Chubb, John st, Adelphi 


Forp, Tuomas Burcn, Rentoaiion Bucks, Paper Manufacturer Apr 30 Murray & Co’ 
Birehi 


irchin lane 
Frirn, Evizanets, Kendal Apr30 Bolton & Bolton, Kendal 


GRAHAM, penem, Gt Tower st, Merchant Apr22 8M &J B Benson, Clement’s inn, 
St 


ran 
Grantuam, Exiza, Louth Junel Bell & Co, Louth 
Grirritus, Henry, Hereford, Gent Apr27 Gwynne & Co, Hereford 


Ren, Seemaae Freemantle, Milbrook, Southampton, Gent Apr 30 Murray & Co, 
irchin lane 
Hiaatxs, Joun Fry, Rochester, Licensed Victualler Apr 30 Haywood & Smith, Rochester 


Horsrrevp, Jonas, Warley, Halifax, Farmer Apr 23 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

ures, Tuemes, Stilton, Hunts, Clerk in Holy Orders Apr 30 Ransom & Hutton, 
ae" a Crocken Hill, Kent, Tenant Farmer April 23 Stones & Co, Finsbury 
ps Fanpenice Vaveuan, Monkton, Combe, Somerset, Esq April 27 Rooke & 

‘oker, 

Joxes, Hucu Watson, Park Cottages, East Molesey May 1 Payne & Lattey, Cornhill 
Kyieut, Jaye, Prestwich, Lancs April 25 Taylor & Co, Manchester 

Leicu, Taomas, Cheshunt, Herts, Engineer May 2 Rooks & Co, Cheshunt 

Liturgy, Saran, Edith rd, West Kensington April 20 Chalinder, Hastings 

Loyesox, Rosert, Burslem April 30 Bennett, Hanley and Burslem 

Mamas, Cuartes, Charles st, Berkeley sq, Esq April 30 Freshfields & Williams, Bank 
Martin, Josepn, nag A of Tachbrook st, Pimlico, Gent May 2 Yarde & Loader, 


Raymond bldgs, Gra; 
Masoy, a rip, Shetfield, Travelling Draper May 31 Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 
Mortimer, Ceci, Evering rd, Gent May17 Redpath & Co, Bush In 
Mureneap, Susaxnan, Southwark pk rd, Rotherhithe April 24 Robinson & Stgnnatd, 

ea) 

NEwMAN, a Clifford’s inn, Fleet st, Solicitor May 17 Redpath & Co, Bush In 
Meenas, Ans Aszenh, Royal Leamington Spa, Hay Merchant April 30 Chadwick & Son, 
Ossory, Sir Grorce Ropert, Shefford, Beds, Bart May 1 Woodhouse & Co, New sq, 


Lincoln’s inn 
Guscann, Magee xe Witt1am, Wribbenhall, Bewdley, Wores, Gent May 10 Johnson 


A, 
Page, Bensamry, T unt d@’Arcy, Essex, Farmer April12 Ward & Asplin, Lime st 
Patuer, Groroe seman, Little Queen st, Lincoln’s inn fields, Newspaper Proprietor 
May 17 ane > Co, Bush In 
Partrerson, Joun, k’s Green, Wores, Gent April 22 Rowlands, Birmingham 
ee Rosert, Sewerby, nr Bridlington Quay, Yorks, Gent May2 Robson, Pock- 
Prro, con. Arxswortn, Tunbridge Wells May 9 Baileys & Co, Berners st, Oxford st 
Posraxs, Wittiam Grorer, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Gent May 30 Johnson & Co, 
Power, Brivert, Dover May 1 Gasquet & Metcalfe, Idol lane, Eastcheap 
Purse.ove, Samug., Buxted, Sussex, Innkeeper April 11 Lewis & Holman, Lewes 
nee, er Joun, Pembridge cresent, Notting Hill, Esq April 30 Bennett & Co, 
8 
Rogers, Harriet, Tunbridge Wells May 2 Jennings, Great Winchester st 
Roruery, Baensuve, Warwick rd, Earl’s Court April 30 Caprons & Co, Savile place, 
Surru, Josgru, and Ann Surrn, Hyde, Confectioners April 11 Bostock, Hyde 
Suita, Tuomas Excarveron, Louth, Coal Merchant May 13 Bell & Co, Louth 
Sw ame. ee M.A., Marylands ri April 25 Hewlett & Co, Raymond 








ith, 
Masxeut, WILiiaM, Penzance, 
St Michael’s Rectory, Cor 





Fae Walines WARD Wrgetvaaem, Northampton Park, Canonbury, @lerk April27 Russ 
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Town ey, JOHN, Southport, Gent May 1 Buck & Co, Southport 

Tcrron, Ricuarp, Selly Park, Wores, Gent May 30 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 
Vernon, Jouy, Shirley, nr Birmingham, Builder May7 Parry, Birmingham 
Vittesois, Maria, Belgrave sq April9 Arnold & Henry White, Gt Marlborough st 
Viscent, Joux, Finsbury circus, Esq May 7 Shepheards, Finsbury circus 
WETENHALL, Frances, Worthing April27 Rooke & Coker, Bath 


Wuuitworrn, Jouy, formerly Hart st, Wood st, Woollen Merchant 
Mote, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Wu..tsox, Tuomas, Colchester, Upholsterer April 25 Wittey & Denton, Colchester 

Wotrr, Aprauam, Gloucester gardens, Hyde park, Esq May 16 
Oxford street 





April 30 


London Gazette.—Fripay, March 25. 
Baker, Jonny, Twerton, nr Bath, Gardener May 2 Stone & Co, Bath 
Bartcuevor, Wit.iam, Bath, Gent May10 Beckingham & Co, Bristol 
Baxter, Tuomas, Blencairn, Cumbrid, Farmer May4 Arrison & Co, Penrith 
Beynett, Samvet Stenson, Derby, Gent June1 Robotham & Co, Derby 


Bewsner, Hanvau Saran, Hildyard rd, West Brompton May7 
non s 
Boies, Many, Brighton, Baker May 31 Stevens & Co, Brighton 


Beay, Mary Lavis1a, Kensington grdns sq May 21 Gadsden & Treherne, Bedford row 
Berwewater, Hexry, Watford, Herts, Civil Engineer Apr25 Tucker & Co, Serle st 
Brows, Peter, Tybroughton, nr, Whitchurch, Kent, Gent April 15 


rington 
Buruam, Jonx, Barnsley, Gent April 30 Boshell, Barnsley 
CaLpwe.t, WiLt1am, Princes st, Stepney, Gent April7 Mount & Co, Gracechurch st 
Cameron, Mary Evoeyta, Petersfield, co Southampton May 1 Albery & Lucas, Midhurst 
Catiow, Josernu, Liverpool, Painter April 30 Evans & Co, Liverpool 


Crort, Hexyry Caries, Wimbledon Common, Timber Merchant April 30 
Sprott, Parliament st, Westminster 
Derry, Rosert, Colchester, Gent April 24 Gatis, Wolverhampton 


Deveson, Eowarp, Barking, Essex, Corn Merchant April 30 Oxley, Crosby sq 
Eaves, Atrrep, Aston juxta Birmingham, Grease Manufacturer April 30 Eaden, Bir- 


Eldridge & 


Seeutie, Bemanen, Ventnor, co Southampton April 23 Barber & Co, Derby 
Exstey, Cartes, York, Esq April30 Ware & Sons, York 

Excterncuam, Frayces, Birkdale, Lancs Mayi1 Buck & Co, Southport 
ae Saas, Weston super Mare, Gardener May 11 


re 
Farmer, Jane, Levenshulme, Lancs May16 Earle & Co, Manchester 


Fawcett, Witt1am WHALLEY, Meadow Bank, Lower Norwood, Esq May 7 
Austinfriars 
Firtu, Caries Wave, Ashfield, Horton, Bradford, Gent June 1 


Budd & Co, 
Hutchinson & Sons, 


Bradfor« 
Gopparp, Jous, Beckenham, Kent, Esq April30 Jennings & Finch, Gray’s inn sq 
Gairritus, James, Aulden, Leominster April 28 Lloyd & Son, Leominster 
Harpimest, Caarcotre, Fitzroy sq April 22 
Harvixc, Maria, Burton upon Trent April 25 
Heater, Rozert, Liverpool, Stock Broker April 30 Clare & Higgins, Liverpool 


HicxtssotHam, James, Balmoral grove, Islington, Salesman April 12 Pearce & Sons, 
ur st 
Hixcuurr, Coamperiats Henry, 
8 Tull, Gray’s inn sq P 
Hopsos, Mary Evizazern, Sutherland pl, Bayswater April 22 Quarrell, Worcester 


Hooks, ge er Buckden, Hunts, Parmer May6 Fowler, Huntingdon ; and Greenfield 


nall, Lancaster a] 
Hvecerr, jo Brockley rd, St Paul, Deptford, Gent Milner, Borough 


Jennings & Finch, Gray’s inn sq 
J & W J Drewry, Burton upon Trent 


Instow, Devon, retired Major in the Army April 30 


April 24 


Isaacs, Carottve, Bromley, Kent April15 Riley, Moorgate st 


Baker & Co, Weston super 


E& J) 


Burgoynes & Co, | 


Macarryey, Joun, Brighton, retired Colonel of the Army 


Mossop & Rolfe, Can- 


Davies & Co, War- 


—ss 


JEW — ion. Sutherland avenue, s, Maida vale, Furniture Dealer April 30 Levy, Surrey 


. 8 
oun, Many, Whiteladies rd, Bristol May7 O’Donoghue & Anson, Bristol 


LANGHEINRICH, CHRISTIAN + eee Hof, Germany, Merchant April 30 
Stephenson, Lombard st 

Last, Very Rev Georcz Epwarp, Ingatestone, Essex, Clerk in Holy Orders May 27 
Fooks & Co., Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

LAWRENCE, General Sir ArTHuUR JounstonE, K C B, Chertsey, Surrey May1 Batten & 
Co, Great George st, Westminster 

Lew ag nee ny A, West Ashling, nr Chichester May 1 Holmes & Co, Arundel and Little. 

ampton 
Lona, Eten, Newport, Mon May4 Stone & Co, Bath 


Luyy, Joun, Yorktown, Surrey April30 Henry C Lunn & Alfred Baughurst, The Vale, 
Yorktown 


Harwood & 


May 6 Evans & Co, Gray’s 
inn s 

MATTHEWS, » itt Bath Apr25 Tucker, Bath 

Marruews, Grace, Buckfastleigh, Devon Apr 30 

Marruews, Maria, Bath Apr25 Tucker, Bath 

Nasu, Mary Dororny, St Leonard’s on Sea May19 Drummond, Croydon 

O.pxHaAm, James, Gt Malvern, Clerk in Holy Orders Apr 25 Curtler & Co, Worcester 

Pearson, Divan, Pendleton, Lancs Apr 30 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 

Pike, Louisa Paton, Southsea Apr 22 Caprons & Co, Savile pl, Conduit st 

PL umurr, Wiuiam, Rowde, Wilts, Gent May19 Maullings & Co, Cirencester 

Poor, Mary Any, Oglander rd, Camberwell June1 Neish & Howel!, Watling st 

Ricuarps, Joun, Bangor, Physician Apr26 Hughes & Pritchard, Bangor 

Ropu, Frances, Pembroke terr, St John’s Wood May 30 Burgoynes & Co, Oxford st 

Rouen, Peter, Pembroke terr, 8t John’s Wood, Esg May 30 Burgoynes & Co, Oxford st 

Roorr, Saran Anne, Wandsworth, Surrey Apr30 Besant, Southsea, Hants 

Ross, Juuia Anne Mercy, Northiam, Sussex May 2 Steadman & Co, Old Broad st 

Scuortetp, Rev Ricuarp Love, Teignmouth, Devon, Clerk May8 Fooks & Co, Carey st, 


Lincoln’s inn 
Sexxick, James Caarptez, Brighton 


Sicnet, Gustavus, Abbey rd, Kilburn 

Sur, Isapetuia, Oakhill, Somerset May 7 

Siuzsoy, Rosert, Hayton, Yorks, Farmer May2 Robson, Pocklington 

Spencer, Joux, Wotton under Edge, Glos, Draper May 21 Beckingham & Co, Bristol 

Srracuan, YEAMAN, Wrexham, Nurseryman May 2 

Surripce, Josepn Suirn, Stanway, Essex, Gent 
Coggeshall 

Symons, Epwarp, Ringmer, Sussex, Clerk April 30 Hillman, Lewes 

Temp.e, Coarces, Fulham pk rd, Gent May10 Laundy & Co, Argyll chmbrs, Strand 

Tuomas, GrirrirH, Cwmaman, Aberdare, Glam, Contractor Linton & Ken- 
shole, Aberdare 

Tuornton, Evizanetu, Ardmore, Waterford, Ireland May 3 
inn fields 

Towns ey, Joun, Southport,Gent May1 Buck & Co, S 


Wappineton, Josxru, Upholland, nr Wigan, Farmer Bryan, Hindley 

Waener, Cnartes Henry, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Gent May 30 Johnson & Co, Bae 
mingham 

Watker, Tuomas, Burgess Hill, Sussex, retired Baker May 9 Livesay & Co, Brighton 

Way, Mary Neti, Dartmouth April 30 W & H Smith, Dartmouth 

Whircompe, Henry Somerset, Mumbles, Glam, Gent May1 Beor & Plant, Swansea 

Wittrams, Mary Anye, Brighton May31 Stevens & Co, Brighton 

Woopncock, Hesry, Bolnore, Cuckfield, Sussex, Esq May 26 Woodcock & Penny, Wigan 

Yates, Revsen, Farnborough, co Southampton, retired Corn Merchant April 30 Foster, 


‘Aldershot 
Youne, Marrua Britten, Cirencester May 4 Stone & Co, Bath 


Bickford, Newton Abbott 


Apr 25 Harker, Brighton 
May1 Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl, Holborn 
Nalder, Shepton Mallet 


Acton & Co, Wrexham 


May 31 Beaumont & Surrridge, 


April 25 
Wynne & Son, Lincoln’ 


outhport 
April 22 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apams, Henry, Upper ae Pembroke Dock, Grocer 
Pembroke Dock Pet Mar29 Ord Mar 29 


March 28 


ford Pet March 29 
Fipo, 
Bristol 


Ord March 28 

Eareet, Epuunn, aoiion, 

Ord March 

Grorcr, Claverham, nr Yatton, Somerset, Builder 

Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

Go pine, Josern, New Eltham, Kent, Carman Greenwich 
Pet March 28 Ord March 28 


Downsan, Georcr, Neath, Glam, Labourer Neath Pet | PayMan, ApraHam, Cheetham, Manchester, Jeweller’s 
Traveller Manchester Pet Mari15 Ord Mar 29 
Manor sy? Chelms- | a, Marra, Shrewsbury, Bookseller Shrewsbury 
Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 


| Priva, Joun Lypvpon and Joun Evans Apams, London 

wall, Woollen Merchants High Court Pet Mar 30 
Ord Mar 30 

ocers, Louisa ExizaBetu, and Cuar_es Joun Heati 


a —— Carlisle, aoa Carlisle Pet Mar 


2 

— here oy 5, Hackney rd, aoa Victualler High 

Ord Mar 2: 

we. 9 ctl Goopie, Kirkley, nr cae 
Grocer Gt Yarmouth Pet Mar2s Ord Mar 

Bezey, Jons, Brandon, ei, Wine Merchant Norwich 
Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar % 

Biesy, Wirrtram Hewey, Saisie Paper Merchant 
Manchester Pet Mar12 Ord Mar 29 

Booury, Epwis James Drew, Burslem, Staffs, China 
Manufacturer Burslem Pet Mar2i Ord Mar 24 

Bort, — Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet Mar 3 Ord 


Bownmt, James, rd, Dalston, Leather Seller 

Court Pet 29 Ord Mar 29 

Beoomna.t, Joux, Bradley, nr Stafford, Farmer Stafford 
Pet Mar29 Ord Mar 29 


Brows, Hzxsert Watrer Houtisrer, and Lioxet War- 
nixotos Brows, Bristol, Brick Manufacturers Bristol 
pet Oi 
nows, WILLIAM, a. on, Printer Newport, Mon 
Pet Mar29 Ord M = 
Becese.t, Roser, Wit i nm Grocer Barn- 
Pet Mar %) Ord 


Bussr.t, Gronor Deiiixe, Witheridge, ican Shoemaker 
Pet Mar 3) Ord Mar % 

CaRropus, gpiey, Bradford, | nob Bradford 
Pet March 29 Ord March 2 

Caauenns, Feawx Owrx, Kidderminster, Actor Kidder- 

Pet March 24 Ord March 24 

De Castzo, J W, Bartholomew lane, Merchant High Court 
Pa March 2 Ord March 2 

Witstam Hatt, Gloucester, Hotel 


Dovenurr, 
: Pet March 15 Ord March 


Keeper 


Green, James Henry, Roath, Cardiff, Schoolmaster Car- 


diff Pet March 26 Ord March 26 


a Howe tt, Llanfaes, co Brecon, Builder asta | 


ydfil’ Pet March 17 Ord March 28 

Trabo, St Keverne, Cornwall, Travelling | 
raper Truro Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

Hoiioway, Avice Maup Wuire, Wittiam Georce Grove 


Hover, Jous, 


Hotioway, and Cuantes Naruan Cuiscuen Wuite | 


Heatu, Ombersley, Wores, Farmers Worcester Pet 
Mar 


29 Ord Mar 29 
Row, Frank, Kensin; rdens sq, Musician High 
Court Pet Mar 12 Ord ar 28 
Russert, Tuomas, Napton on the Hill, Warwickshire, 
Miller Warwick Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 
Simpsox, Tuomas, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool Pet Mar 
28 Ord Mar 28 


Hoxioway, Medstead, Hants, Farmers Winchester | Suir, Josern penaee, Oldham, Grocer Oldham Pet 
Pet March 28 Ord March 28 | Mar 29 Ord Mar 

Horroxs, Hexry, Gloucester, Innkeeper Gloucester Pet | SrevENS, JONATHAN, , ao rt, Chemist East Stone- 
March 30 Ord March 30 house Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 


Jones, 
Farmer Leicester Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

Kersnaw, Joux, Huddersfield, Draper Huddersfield Pet | 
March 28 Ord March 28 


Epwanrp, Walcote Fields, nr Lutterworth, Leics, 


Swany, Naruaxier, Gt Yarmouth, Fish Merchant Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

| Symmonps, Tuomas Epwarp, Waketicld, Painter Wake- 
field Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 


Kxockx, Grorcz, New Cross rd, Grocer Greenwich Pet Wacken, Sam Ispenson, Batley, Yorks, Shoddy Manufac- 


Mar 16 Ord Mar 29 

Lixxecy, Septimus, Alexandra ter, Green lanes, Wood | 
Green, Butcher’s Manager Edmonton Pet Mar 29 
Ord Mar 29 

Marsnay, Groner, Nottingham, Baker Nottingham Pet | 
Mar 20 Ord Mar 20 

Marruews, Rovenxr, Clifton on Teme, Worcs, Shoemaker | 
Worcester Pet Mar29 Ord Mar 29 

Nevisos, Hewnry, my~ f Auckland, Tailor Durham Pet 
Mar #) Ord Mar % 

Patmuer, Evwix * an Piceadilly. Advertising Contractor 

High Court Pet Jans Ord Mar 30 


Parxissox, Groror, Crigglestone, Yorks, Agricultural 


Engineer Wakefield Pet Mar 2% Ord Mar 25 
Pansoxs, Jaues R, Philip rd, Peckham Rye, Gent High | 
Court Pet Feb2s Ord Mar 


turer Dewsbury Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

Warsox, Aytuony, Stockton on Tees, Grocer Stockton on 
Tees Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

Wurrrnop, Groraor, Fersfield, Norfolk, Farmer 
Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

Wixinson, Samver, = a Lancs, Grocer Preston 
Pet Mar 18 Ord 

Witiiams, Evan, Tyldyndran, Lianaelhaiarn, Carnarvon- 
shire, Farmer Portmadoe and Blaenau Festiniog Pet 
Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

Wit.sox, Georox, Gt Yarmouth, Cab Proprietor Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Mar%) Ord Mar 30 

Wi.sox, Evwix, Sowerby bridge, Yorks, Grocer Halifax 
Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

Wirnens, James Wittiam, Esher, Surrey, Fishmonger 
Kingston Pet Mar 40 Ord Mar 30 


Ipswich 
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Wrirs, JosEPH, if ag Lines, late Common Brewer 
Peterborough Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Ackerman, Epwarp, Saltmead, Cardiff, Builder Apr 11 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
pou, Joun WILLIAM, Leeds, Cc = Merchant Apr 11 at 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Gebesons, Wa ter, Carlisle, Joiner and Builder Apr 13 
at3 12, Lonsdale st, Carlisle 

Asser, DANIEL Gorcuer, Blackfriars rd, Lodging house 
Keeper Apr 11 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 

Beavuont, BARRINGTON 3 tet Kirkley, nr Lowestoft, 
Grocer Apr 9at12.30 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

Bootry, Epwix James Drew, Burslem, Statfs, China 
Manufact age Apr 11 at 3 North Stafford Hotel, Stoke 
upon 

dae, Aru - Lt Wii11AM, Bristol, Lodging house Kee; 
Apri4at12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristo! 

Bowes, Joun, Penrhiweeiber, Glam, Confectioner Apr 8 
at12 Off Rec, Merthy Tydfil 

Brown, Taomate Kingston upon Hull, Shop Assistant Apr 
gatil Off "Ree, Trinity house lane, 1 

Bursey, oo rk Epmunp and Witiiam Henry Jounson, 
Kirkdale, Sydenham, Dealers in Fancy Goods April 
liat11.80 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Cattow, THomas, Kingsdown, Bristol, Baker ‘April. 13 at 
3.45 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn ‘st, Bristol 

CARPENTER, JOHN SYDENHAM, Kingsbridge, Devon, Account- 
ant April 12 at 12.30 King’s Arms Hotel, Kingsbridge 

Divetz, ArtHUR, Norwich, Boot Manufacturer April 9 at 

1.30 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

ely Witiias Hexry and Francis Ronert Farr- 
parrns, St Mary axe, Crockery Factors April 12 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Fo, Gnoncr,, Claverham, nr Yatton, Somerset, Builder 
Al 14 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 


Bristo 
Fox, Epwarp, Duke st, St James’s April 8 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Fuixer, GeorGe James, Hampstead Norris, Berks, Carrier 
a April Sat 12.15 Fewand Dreweatt, Market place, New- 


bi 
Siecrer, Samvur., Lanark villas, Maida Vale, late 
Glass Merchant April 12 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 
Guxs, Joun, Grandborough, nr Rugby, Farmer April 11 
at12 Off Rec, Coventry 
Geren, ALEXANDER, and Joun Berry Wainwreicut, Man- 
chester, Slip pper "Manufacturers April 8 at 3 Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Hasentinc, Frepericx, Red Lion st, Holborn, Purse 
Manufacturer April 8 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 
Haven. Cuarves, Haverstock Hill, Hampstead, Draper 
April 12at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Haveutoy, Aaron, Godley, Cheshire, Builder April 11 at 
8 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Heaton, James, Barking rd, Canning Town, Tailor 
8atl uptey bldgs, Carey st 
Hivpern, Cuartes Frevericx, late Holborn viaduct, 
Seer Co’s Agent April 13 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
st 
Hover, om, Trabo, St Keverne, Cornwall, Travelling 
Draper April 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Hotnoway, Atice Maup Wuire, Witiiam Gzoror Grove 
Ho.toway, and Cuarites NATHAN CHINCHEN WHITE 
aprienAt Medstead, Hants, Farmers Apr 12 at 3 
Rec, 4, East st, Southam ton 
Howe is, Tauns, Bragty, Merthyr, Carmarthen, Farmer 
Apr9atil Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 
James, FREDERICK, Norwich, Hotel Keeper Aprsat3 Off 
, 8, King st, Norwich 
JARVIS, Tuomas WiLttaM, Durham, Wholesale Confectioner 
Apr8at1.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Joxes, Eowarp, Walcote Fields, nr Lutterworth, Leics, 
Farmer Apri2 ati12 Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leices- 


April 


ter 

Joxes, Exiza, Ladbrooke sq, Notting a Widow Apr 
13.at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Care 

Joxes, Listz, Ladbroke Notting hill, 8 Spinster Apr 13 
at11 Bankruptcy bl bldzs, Carey st 

Kesyarp, James Steruen, St Leonard’s rd, Bow, Cheese- 
monger Apr 18 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Kersnaw, Joun, Huddersfield, Draper Apr1lat3 Haigh 
« Son, solicitors, 55, New st, Huddersfield 

Lazarus, LAWRENCE, Mile End rd, Cigar Merchant Apr 
12at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lester, Grorcr, East Stonehouse, Devon, Licensed Vic- 
tualler April$at11 10, Atheneum terr, Plymouth 

Neate, Frep, Hockerill, Bishop’s Stortford, Herts, Coal 
Dealer April ll at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple ‘chbrs, 
Temple avenue 

Prarsox, Marta, Shrewsbury, Bookseller April 12 at 10.30 
Off Ree, Talbot chbrs, Shrewsbury 

Reap, Gronrce, Bristol, Wholesale Grocer 
Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Saxpers, Joux, Norton,’ Oystermouth, Glam, Tailor April 
llatil Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Suaynan, WiLtAM, Keswic k, Fishmonger April 11 at 3.15 
Court-house, Cockermouth 

Surru, Jacon, Preston, Yorks, Miller April 9 at 11.30 Off 

, Trinity House lane, Blackburn 

Sern, Joseru, Postcomb, Oxon, Butcher 
1, 8t Aldate’s, Oxford’ 

Surrn, Waurer, Blackburn, Plumber 
County Court-house, Hull 


April 13 at 3 


April § at 12 
April 13 at 1.30 


Srepuxnson, Wiu.iam, Farnley, nr Leeds, Farmer April 
Watll Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Syaaonns, Tuomas Epwarp, Wakefield, Painter April 8 


_ at . 4 Off ig _ oe, Wakefield 

bbs, Ricuarp, Lee emist’s mt April 13 at 12 

ofr Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds _ ’ 

Tyson, Henry, Killington, Kirkby Lonsdale, Westmrld, 
Farmer April 9 at 11 120, Highgate, Kendal 

Watsnaw, Arrnur, Leeds, F' Flour Dealer April 11 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Wesr, Jonx Hereerr, and WinttaM Bray, Blackfriars rd, 
Groerrs’ Sundrymen April 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Wauson, Epwin, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Grocer April 11 
at10 Off Rec, Halifax 


Woden: THOMAS, Choriton-cum-Hardy 5 cs, Manager of 
a Stick Manufacto ry April 8 at 3.30 a Gukeratios, 
Bridge st, Manchester 

WINHALL, Exma, Limehouse causeway, Confectioner April 
13 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apams, ALEXANDER Annan, West Hartlepool, Ship broker 
Sunderland Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 30 

ArmstronG, Water, Carlisle, Joiner Carlisle Pet Mar 
29 Ord Mar 2° 

Batt, Writtam, Hackney rd, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet Mar29 ¢ Ard Mar 29 

Bersy, Joun, ‘Saeko, Suffolk, Wine Merchant Norwich 
Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 

Brissy, Witi1am Henry, Manchester, Paper Merchant 
Manchester Pet Mar12 Ord Mar 29 

Boxp, Henry Cuarves, St John’s, Sevenoaks, Kent, Livery 
Stable Keeper Tunbridge Wells Pet Mari7 Ord 


29 
—- Henry, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet Mar 30 Ord 
30 


Bowuitu, James, og may rston rd, Eaten, Leather Seller 
High Court Pet 29 Ord Mar 

Brook, Cyrus, Bradford, formerly W: Saad Manufacturer 
Halifax Pet Mar5 Ord Mar 30 

Broomuatt, Joun, Bradley, nr Stafford, Farmer Stafford 
Pet Mar 29 Mar 29 

Brown, Hersert WALTER Houuister, and Lionrn War- 
RINGTON Browy, Bristol, Brick Manufacturers Bristol 
Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 29 

Brown, Wit1iaM, Reuees, Mon, Printer Newport, Mon 
Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 

Bucxnett, Ropert, Witheridge, Devon, Grocer 
staple Pet Mar30 Ord Mar 30 

Burn, ANDREW CyEsTER, King’s +y Chelsea, Grocer High 
Court Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 30 

Borsey, Artuur Eomunp, and WittiAm Henry Jounson, 

Kirkdale, Sydenham, Dealers in Fancy Goods, Green- 
wich Pet 17 Ord Mar 29 

Bussevy, George Det.ine, Witheridge, * te Shoemaker 
Barnstaple Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

a Tuomas Hewett, Brandon-rd, Wood st, Waltham- 
stow, Builder High Court Pet Feb 26 Ord Mar 29 

Cavusier, Witi1aM Heyry, Birmingham, Baker Birming- 
ham Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 28 

Cuampers, Frank Owen, Kidderminster, Actor Kidder- 
minster Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

Downman, GrorGce, Neath, Glam,’ Labourer Neath Pet 
Mar28 Ord Mar 28 


Barn- 


Pet } Ord Mar 

Green, James Henry, Roath, a Schoolmaster Car- 
diff Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 2¢ 

Green,. WILLIAM, Bizmingham, Butcher 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 29 

Hassett, GeorGe, Woodberry pavement, Stamford Hill, 
Draper —_ Court Pet Feb 26 Ord Mar 28 

Hoper, Ee St Keverne, Cornwall, Travelling 

Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

Hopton, wg Roy Gloucester, Innkeeper Gloucester Pet 

Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 


Howetts, James, Bragty, Merthyr, Carmarthenshire, 
Farmer Carmarthen Pet Mar 21 Ord Mar 26 

Hvucxs, Cuar.es, Brighton, Hotel Keeper Brighton Pet 
Mar 10 Mar 28 


Birmingham 


Ord 
Hunt, Samurt Fox, Sat Derbyshire, Farmer Derby 
Feb12 Ord Mar 
James, FREDERICK, ‘Norwich, Hotel Keeper Norwich Pet 
Mar 10 


Joxes, Epwarp, Walcote Fields, nr serene, Leics, 
Farmer Leicester Pet Mar28 Ord Mar 

Kennarp, James Stepuen, St Leonards rd, "iow, Cheese- 
monger High Court Pet Mar9 Ord M 

Kongee®, Jouy, Huddersfield, Draper Huddersfield Pet 
Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

Lampert, Wittiam 8, Stockton on Tees, Auctioneer 
Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 26 Ord March 28 

Lanp, ALFRED, West ham lane, Stratford, Contractor 
High Court Pet Feb2 Ord March 30 

La Tuanaur, Water Henry, Loughborough Pky —_ 
employed in a Manufactory High Pet 
March 3 29 

Lawrancer, Epwarp Grorce, Perham rd, West Kensing- 
ton, Gent High Court Pet Jan 16 Ord March 28 

Lester, Grorar, East Stonehouse, Devon, ee 

Victualler East Stonehouse Pet March Ord 


28 

LixyeELt, Septimus, Alexander ter, Green lanes, Wood 

Green, Butcher’s Manager Edmonton Pet March 24 
Ord March 29 
Marsuauy, Georcr, seltinghann, Baker Nottingham Pet 
March 30 Ord March 
Marruews, Rorerrt, Clifton on Teme, Worcs, Shoemaker 
Worcester Pet March 29 Ord March 29 
Moss. Wittiam Jounson, late Farringdon st, Publican 
High Court Pet Feb20 Ord March 28 
Newton, Heyry, Southport, Provision Dealer — 
Pet March 23 Ord March 28 * 


Ospornrk, James, late of Bournemouth, Ham re, Doctor 
of Medicine Poole Pet March 18 Ord 28 
Pearson, Marita, Shrewsbury, Bookseller Shrewsbury 

Pet March 26 Ord March 30 
Kidderminster, Provision Merchant 


Pururs, W J, 
Kidderminster Pet Feb 26 Ord March 24 

Te Percy, _. Hants, Gent Winchester 

Feb 18 Ord March 
mi... gent Evizapern, — Cuartes Joun Heatu 
Hrata, Ombersley, en, Farmers Worcester Pet 

March 29 Ord March 2 
Snorty, Ricuarp Epwarp, teen terr, Boston rd, Han- 
well, Butcher Brentford Pet Murch 28 Ord March 30 
Pet March 


Gitks, Jonny, Sone. nr Rugby, Farmer Coventry | 
Mar 26 30 


Ssitn, Watter, Blackburn, Plumber Blackburn Pet 
March 15 Ord March 30 

Srinwet._, Wituam Argruvr, Bolton rd, Chiswick, late 
Brewer’s Manager Brentford Pet March 17° Ord 


23 
Swann, —— Meo Fish Merchant Gt 
Yarmouth, Pet March $0 "Ord iMarch 30 
Symaronps hd era Wakefield, Painter Wake- 
field Pet March 28 Ord 238 
Tuorre, Freperick, Neville rd, Kilburn, Carman High 
Court Pet March 24 Ord March 29 


Wacker, Sam Inperson, Batley, Yorks, Shoddy Manufac- 
- Dewsbury Pet March 26 Ord 26 


turer 

Wansn, Joun Lawrence, Liv , Paint Manufacturer 
Liverpool Pet Jan ii Ord ch 29 

Warson, Antuony, Stockton on Tees, Grocer Stockton 
on Tees Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

Wuirrrop, Grorce, Fersfield, Norfolk, Farmer Ipswich 
Pet March 26 Ord March 28 

Wirkixsox, Gzorce and Jouy Henry Jexyison, Gt 
——, Plumbers Gt Grimsby Pet Feb 19 Ord 


28 
Wituiams, Evay, ddyndrain, Lianaelhaiarn, Farmer 


Portmadoc and u Festiniog Pet March 28 Ord 
28 
Wixsoy, Groner, Gt Yarmouth, Cab Proprietor Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet March 29 Ord March 30 


Wisoy, Epwrs, Sowerb bod Yorks, Grocer Halifax 
Pet March 28 Ord Mabel 28 
Wirners, James Witi1am, Esher, Surrey, Fishmonger 
March Ord 


Kingston Pet 30 March 3 
Wricnrt, Atrrep Ex.iverton, Bolton, Tailor, Bolton Pet 
March 18 Ord March 29 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Newrox, Taomas, Bilbrough, hang Brewer 
Adjud Jan 6, 1888 Annul March 1 


London Gazette—Tu spay, April 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Atmonp, Arruvr, rd, Confectioner High Court 
Pot Mar 30. Ord Mar 30 


Ayxers, Henry, Newton by Tattenhall, » ge Shoe- 
maker Ch Pet 5 7 whe Ord Apr 1 

Baxer, Grorce Lowe, Liverpool, - page Victualler 

Liverpool Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 3. 

Baxer, Samvet, Oldbury, Worcs, Miner West Bromwich 
Ord Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 


Berrtany, Jesse, Leeds, Journalist Leeds Pet Mar 31 
Ord Mar 31 


Bevinetox, Amprose, and Eryest Brvixcrox, Hanley, 
seater Manufacturers Hanley Pet Mar 22 Onl 


Mar 3 

Browy, Hexny Hvuones, Leek, Staffs, Ironmonger Mac- 

clesfield Pet Apr 2 Ord Apr 2 

Currrorp, Rosert, Scarborough, formerly ~ raed 

keeper Scarborough Pet Mar31 Ord Mar 3 

Coury, pa EL, pam Grocer Kidderminster Pet 
Mar 31 Ord Mar 3 


Cortame. jt, Billingsgate Lory Fish Salesman 

Court Pet Mar31 Ord Mar 3 

Crump, Tuomas, Folkestone, Grocer teahiaeny Pet Mar 
81 Ord Mar 31 


Dartsy, Grorce Beswick, Clapham Wandsworth Pet 
March 1 Ord March 31 


mare Water Heyry, ears Tallow Chandler 
Pet April2 Ord A 


Rien Davi, re Saiie Taunton Pet 
April 1 A \ 


Extey, Jonn, Wadsley Bri Ecclesfield, Yorks, Mason 
Sheffield vedi ril 2 April 2 al nae 
Finsbury. ate ccoun’ 
Bet Mareh 3 Ord Ay 

oy bridge rd, Widow 


F at, Hull, Pi : ber Kingston 
ox, Wituiam, Ki upon ae r 
°*“upon Hull’ Pet March Se March 3 


Oldham 


Ord 
Frrenp, Caar.es Epwarp, Shrewsbury, Butcher Shrews- 
bury Pet 81 Ord March March Si 


GLascow, —- - —_ Boot Manu- 
sbury “Pet Apel A 


facturer Ord April 1 
Hivper, gg <= Re Farmer 
Pet March 31 Ord March 31 


Horxinsox, Wriuiam, Upper Wortley, ee Coal Mer- 
chant Leeds Pet March 31_ Ord March 

Hore, Epwis Cxarues, Cardiff, Boot Dealer ‘Cardiff Pet 

March 80 Ord March 30 

Jones, Henry Envest Francis, Cleveion, Grocer Bristol 
Pet April 1 Ord April 1 : 

Jonrs, Joux, Hafod, Glam, Farmer Pontypridd Pet 
April 1 Ord April 1 ; 
Mippuetox, Paut, 8 Wores, Coal Dealer Kid- 

derminster Pet 29 Ord March 29 
Manges bye Meetias buy Weighear Merthyr 
Neanrine, Micuakrt, East st, Walworth, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Mar7 Ord Apr2 
Paumer, Wittiam, Wardrobe chmbrs, Doctor’s Commons 
Gent High Pet Feb18 Ord Mar 30 
Paer, Sauvusw, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Maris Ord Mar 2s 
Pceper, pW eneem Eat a ~ | Sussex, Builder Tun- 


Pet Apri Ord Apri 
Rowr, Jamxs, and Tom Wiit1am Rowe, Leicester, Boot 
Manufacturers Managers Leicester Pet Mar3l Ord 
31 


Mar 
Rowe, Ronert, Bradninch, Devon, Butcher Exeter Pet 
Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 
say” ene a ta a Ship Broker Liverpool Pet 
Guursre, A. , Tobacconist Leicester Pet Mar 25 
Sowrrsurrs, WiLtiaM Tyonan, Reading, Timber Mer- 
Foreman Rea 


chant’s ding Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 
Rrarmeseet, Witiam, Chichester, Saddler Brighton Pet 





Srurson, Tuomas, Liv: l, Grocer Live 
po ’ Ord M 3s erpool, rpool 


arc 
Skevsonx, WILLIAM , any ee ae, Earthenware 
Manufacturer I Pet March 8 Ord March 25 





Carey st 


Ssiru, Josxren Ronerr, Oldham, Gouue Oldham Pet | 
March 29 Ord March 29 | 


Apri Ord Apri 
Srva.ey, bade Hrwry, Gomersal, Yorks, Innkeeper 


Dewsbury Ord Mar 31 Ord A 
Tave ce, S pavane, Bush lane Hick Court Pet Mar 16 
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Tone, —e Beckenham, Kent, Baker Croydon Pet 
Mar 3: 





Ord Mar 31 
Wragaun, Jounx CopRINGTON, ——— st, Portland pl 
h Court Pet Jan21 Ord Apr2 
Wituson, Tuomas, Underbarrow, Westmrid, Farmer 
Kendal Pet Apr 1 Ord April 


WIts, ry & Co, Exeter, Dairyman Exeter Pet Mar19 


Woop, ean, Macclesfield, . oiner and Builder Maccles- 
field Pet Apri Ord Apr 
Wriaut, Henry, Bartlett st, et Leonard’s rd, Bromley by 
Bow, - gh Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Mar 81 
Ord Mar 3 
The following sii notices are substituted for those pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, March 22: 


GossaGce, Epwarp Tomas, Balsall Heath, Worcs, Cabinet 
Manufacturer Birmingham Pet Mari17 Ord Mar 17 
Woops, Tuomas, New Humberstone, Leicester, Grocer | 
Leic Pet Mar19 Ord Mar 19 
The following amended notice is on enge~agh for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Apr. 1 


Payman, Apranam, Cheetham, Sitio, 
Traveller Manchester Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apams, ALEXANDER Ayxan, West Hartlepool, Shipbroker 
April 13 at 5 Royal Hotel, West Hartlepool 
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| Rowe, Rosert, Bradninch, Devon, Butcher April 12 at 


Jeweller’s | 


Arcuer, Jounx, Scarborough, Grocer April 13 at 11 Off | 


Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 





April 9, 1892. 


a 
—————— ey 











wall, Woollen Merchants April 12 at 1 Bankruptcy | vam, Jouy, meted, Glam, Farmer Pontypridd Pet Apr 
blag, ee i, Gl Boot Mak April t ee 

Rees, Gomer. ‘afod, Glam, er pril 12 at 3 | 7: C 
Off Ree, Merthyr Tydfil | mwoc E, Gores me Now ross rd, Grocer Greenwich Pet 


RicnHARpDsoN, JAMES, Stony Stratford, Bucks, Veterinary | 
Surgeon April 20 at3.30 County ‘Court bldgs, North- | 
ampton 

Rocers, Louisa Exizapeto, and Cuartes Jonny HEatH | 
Heath, Ombersley, Worcs, Farmers April 13 at 10.15 | 
Off Rec, Worcester 

| Rowe, James, and Tom Wirt1am Rowe, Leicester, Boot 
Manufacturer’s Managers April 13at12 Off Rec, 34, | 
Friar lane, Leicester 


Reon, Heneees GERALD, a Park, nr York, Esq York 
Pet Mar16 Ord Mar 3 
McCoy, Jauzs, Prescot, "ahi late Provision 
Liverpool Pet Feb 26 Ord April 1 m= Doe 
Mivb.eTov, Pavt, Stourport, Worcs, e Dealer Kidder. 
| minster Pet March 29 Ord March 3 
Moreax, Tuomas, Merthyr Tydfil, Weigher 
Tydfil Pet April1 Ord April 1 
PaymMan, ABRAHAM, Cheetham, Manchester, 
Traveller Manchester Pet March 15 Ord April 2 
Sugrtey, James, Twickenham Common, Horse Dealer | Peet, T. F., Gt Winchester st, Financial Agent High 
April 13 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple Court Pet Aug 27 Ord April 2 2 
avenue ) Reap, @ 
| Suorey, RicHarp Epwarp, Eleanor ter, Boston rd, Hanwell, | a yy gm prey ne ee Pet 
Butcher April 14 at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, | | Rooper, Henry Gioster Boyroy, Sutherland pl, Eccleston 
‘il 1 


Merthyr 


v Jeweller’s 
10.30 Off Ree, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 


Bristol 


Temple avenue sq, Gent High Court Pet March1 Ord Apr 
| Stursox, Peter Wiittam, Daventry, Northamptonshire, - 

Shoe Manufacturer April 20at 3 County Court bldgs, one Jan eS en een, Leicester, Best 
| Northampton Ord March 31 
| Tarrersatt, Apert, Wardle, nr Rochdale, Woollen | Rows, Roser, Bredainch, Deven. Butcher Exeter Pet 
Manufacturer April 12 at11.15 Townhall, Rochdale March 31 Ord March 
| Tuorpr, Freperick, Neville rd, Kilburn, Carman April 13 Savuer, Davin MItuersmir — Th s 
at 1i Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st ? mam, Soe swans, nr Stourtelien 


rs Leicester Pet March 30 


| Wueetock, Juiia, Redcliffe sq, So’ So K Staffs, Brick Manufacturer Stourbridge P, 
c ¥ esq, yu ensington, ~ + ged { e et 
Singer April 14at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 5 = 23 Ord March 30 
| Wiii1aMs, James, Mansel , Herefordshire, Farmer | aY ‘April Ord’ Pry goed Ship Broker Liverpool Pet 
April 22 at 10.30 2, Offa st, Hereford | Sr ARL®*, JAMES, ——e Devon, Solicitor Exeter Pet 


Batt, be me Hackney rd, Licensed Victualler April 14 | 
at 1 


2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, London 
Bisnop, ARTHUR JOHN, 
April 12 at 10 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Bowunitu, Ja¥eEs, Ha 
Apri4ati1l1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Broomuatt, Jouy, Bradley, nr 
at 11.30 Off Rec, St Martin’s place, Staffo: 


Hereford, Licensed Victualler | 
m rd, Dalston, Leather Seller | 


ord, Farmer April 21 | 
rd 


Brown, Herpert WALTER Hotuister, and Lione, War- | | 


RINGTON Browy, Bristol, Brick Manufacturers 
14at1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Bucxyett, Rosert, Witheridge, Devon, Grocer April 14 
at 10.30 Angel Hotel, Tiverton 


April 


| 


Bussey, GrorGe DELLING, Witheridge, a Shoemaker | 


April 14 at 11 Angel Hotel, Tiverto: 

Carropvs, Heptey, Bradford, Masafactarer April 13 at 
11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

CLiFForD, Rozert, Scarborough, formerly Beerhouse 
keeper April 13 at 12 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, 
Scarborough 


Cover, Moses Witt1am Samuet, Stedham, Sussex, Timber 
Merchant April 13 at 12 Dolphin Hotel, Chichester 

De Castro, J W, Bartholomew lane, Merchant April 14 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Eruerineton, Davip, Taunton, Fishmonger April 13 at 
11.30 Off Hec, 5b, Hammet st, Taunton 


—— her 5 Epw. ABD, Shrewsbury, Butcher April 20 | 


at 1 Off Rec, Shrewsbury 


Gansu, San SAamMveEL, Stockton on Tees, Draper April 13 at 3 | 


Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Gossace, Eby arp Tuomas, Balsall Heath, Worcs, Cabinet 
Manufacturer April 13 at 2.30 25, Colmore row, Bir- 


mi 
Greey, James Henny, Roath, Cardiff, Schoolmaster April 
13 at 12 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Joyxrs, Heyry ERNEST Francis, Clevedon, Grocer April 
14 at 1.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Kuers, Dora, e, House Furnisher April 13 at3 Off 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Lispeay been Stockton on Tees, ue April 13 at 8 


ff Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbaro 
d Coal 


we...’ Rosert, Midlan ices, Kentish Town, 


— "April 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, | 


ee a ge Gomes, Nottingham, Baker April 12 at 11 
Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Maktix, Sess, Deptford, Kent,Carman April 12at 11.30 

Railway approach, London Bridge 

Matruews, Rosert, Clifton on Gena Worcs, Shoemaker 
April 13 at 10 ben hy ae Worcester 

McCoy, Janes, Prescot, 
2lat3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Mercer, GeorGe, and James Barser Epw Arps, Deal, Kent, 
Solici April 13.at1 St George’s Hall, Deal 

ar Epwarp Jony, Leeds, Solicitor’s Clerk 
at3 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

NIcHo.is, Jonyn Georae, nem oy Grocer April 13at 
11 25, Colmore row. mn 

Parties, Jou James, Pontypridd, Glam, Plumber April 
12at12 Off T: 


erthyr 1y' 
Puiturs, Josuva, Cardiff, Cutter April 13 at 11 Off Rec, 
29 st, Cardiff 
Off Ree, 


April 13 


Pixper, Water, Leeds, Grocer Apri! 14 at 11 


22, row, 
Patxe, Jonx Lyppox, and Joun Evayxs Apams, London 





Lanes, late Provision Dealer April | 


—— RoBERT Hexry, Queen’ s Elm parade, Fulham, 
Coal Merchant April 14 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 
Wits, Joun, & Co, Exeter, pie April 21 at3 Off 
Ree, 13, Bedford circus, Exete: 
Wrvxs, Ernest Jouy, Leicester a East Finchley, Jobbing | 
Upholsterer April 13 at 12 Of Rec, 95, Temp e chmbrs, | 
Temple avenue 
Woopuovuse, Artuur, Cudworth, nr Barnsley, formerly 
Farmer April 14 at 11.15 Of Rec, 3, Back Regent st, 
Barnsley 
Wvytes, Josepn, Bourn, Lines, late Common Brewer April | 
22 at12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough, | 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apams, Henry, Upper Pennar, Pembroke Dock, Grocer “ 
Pembroke Dock Pet mace ord April 2. ee SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

ALMonD, ARTHUR, Bags ware onfectioner High Court | April 12.—Messrs. 8. WaLker & Ruyvz, at the Mart, E.C, 
Pet March 30 Ord March . 

Baker, SamugL, Oldbury, Wores, Miner West Bromwich tad (ew Freehold Building Site (see advertise >ment, 
Pet March 31 _ Ord March 3 ° 3 


Feb 18 Ord March 


| Watus, Jonny Prcaccoteal Fordington, Dorset, Dairyman 
Dorchester Pet March 23 Ord April 2 
Witusoy, THomas, Underbarrow, Westmrld, Farmer 
Ken Pet April 1 Ord April 1 
Woop, Epwarp, Macclesfield, che Macclesfield 
| pril1 Ord April 1 
| Wricut, Henry, Bartl 
Bow, lite Licensed 
31 Ord March 31 


Pet 


st, St Leonards rd, Bromley b: 
ictualler High Court Pet Mare 





Berrany, Jesse, Leeds, Tonaniiat Leeds Pet March 31 ri 13.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bousrixup, at the Mart, 
Ord March 31 E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Estate (see advertise ment, 
Bosisto, AruNDEL WILiam, Bristol, Lodging House March 26, p. 4). 
Keeper Bristol Pet March 26 Ord March 31 
Currrorp, Rosert, Scarborough, formerly Beerhouse 
Keeper Scarborough Pet March 31 Ord March 31 . = 
Kidderminster 


Cotey, Samvuert, Kidderminster, Grocer 
Pet March 31 Ord March 31 
te Market, Fish Salesman Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which ‘in- 


CoprarD, Georer, Bi 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, Double Num- 


High Court Pet March 31 Ord March 
| Crump, Tuomas, Folkestone, Grocer + a Pet 
bers, and Postage, 53s. WxrEKLY REPORTER, 


March 31 Ord March 31 
Dixe.e, Artaur, Norwich, Boot Manufacturer Norwich 
Pet March 25 Ord April 1 
| Eument, Jony, Waterloo, nr Pembroke Dock, Licensed | 
Victualler Pembroke ‘Dock Pet Feb2 Ord April 2 
ETHERINGTON, bra Apa Taunton, Fishmonger Taunton Pet | 


April 1 

Extey, Jous, W: ey batts, Pa ea Yorks, Maso; 
Sheffield Pet Ap 

Fivo, Grorcr, Claverham, — Yatton, Somerset, Builder 
Bristol Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 

Fietcuer, Frank, late pe = 4 Pavement, Accountant 
High Court Pet Mar3 OrdA 


53s. Soxitcrrors’ JOURNAL, 


in wrapper, 
26s. 6d. ; by Post, 28s. 6d. Volumes bound 


at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 


Fox, Eowanp, Duke st, t James's” "High Court PetNov| 5s. 6d. 
F at 2 Ringo Hull, Plumber 
‘Ox, ILLIAM, Ki m upon um Kingston | 
upon Hull Pet 13 Ord Mar 31 | Where di . . ° . 
Frienxp, CHarLtes Epwarp, Bath way Butcher Shrews- | 6 difficulty bed experrenced wm procuring the 
bury Pet 1 Ord Mar 31 


Goopa.t, Freperick James, and Epwin Tarixe, Hi 

Camden 7 Paper Hangers High Court Pet } 

Ord April 2 } 

Gossacr, Epwarp Txomas, Balsall Heath, Worcs, Cabinet | 
Mar 


Manufacturer Birmingham Pet Mar 17 24 
Grirrirus, Howe.r, Lianfaes, co Rpeteen, Builder Mer- | 
thyr Tydfil Pet Mar 17 30 


Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


nat, | 
6 | 


Ord Mar 
Hitper, Georcr, Peasmarsh, Sussex, Farmer Hastings | 41 letters ‘intended for publication in the 
Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 
' 
| 


Hopxixsox, Wituiam, U; Wortley, Leeds, Coal Merchant Solicitors’ Journal” 

iced Po 3 Bri Mar i *s , ournal” must be authenticated 

Jones, Henry Ernest Ancis, Clevedon, Grocer Bristo . 
Pet Apri Ord Apri . by the name of the writer. 








- asas. 


THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ASSETS EXCEED 





ST MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.C. , 
WEST END BRANOH-2, WATERLOO PLACE, 8. W. 
- £4,702,000 
TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES 9,972,000 
829,000 


ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 





6H THERE ts NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY does not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITADLY 


licies 


tabie aftexr & Years. 


Pro Indispu 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable terms. 





THOMAS G. ACKLAND, F.1.A., F.8.8., Actua: Manager. 
JAMES H. SCOTT, Secretary. . aie P 








